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STATEMENT OF TIM LAMBER1

Tim Lamberf
Rt 3 80X 510
Oah Ionega, GA 30533

To: M. J. Sires )11,

I am concernd about the Impact the L-Reactor at Savannah RI ver
Plant. I f you cou I d send me a -Y of the Env I ronmenta I Impact
Statement on this Issue, Ii WI I I hei P m to ass-s the prObl~
at hand.

AA-I Fran al I the Information I have so far gathered on the
L-Reactor, It seems as though nure stringent cr I ter la mst be
~t ~f ore It pos o“ I I ne. For one, cm I I ng towers shou 16 b
built to reduce thermal pollutlon. This type of pollutlon Is
quite serlms, especial Iy when discharged Into the delicate
swam ecosystm around the SW.

Sect Ion 4.4.2 of the EIS, which discusses coollng-ater mitiga-
tion a Iternat Ives, has tin revised based on publ Ic canfmnts
received on the draft EIS. Speclflcal Iy, Section 4.4.2 has
&n revised ta provide a detal led discussion of additional
coinbl nat Ions of varl ous coo I I ng-nater systems. In Section
4.4.2, ea~ of the COOII rig-water mltl Wtlon systm 1s evalu-
ated for attalnlng the therfral discharge I Imits of the State of
South Carolina. Sect Ion 4.4.2 and a revised Appendix 1, Flood-
plalnfietland Assessment, dl scuss the wetland Impacts of -ch
of the systems cons Idered.

The Departrmnt of Energy has teen revl WI ng and eva I uat I ng
a Iternat I ve coo I I ng-uater systenn for L-Reactor. Based on
these rev! ews and evaluat Ions, and consu Itatlons with represen-
tat Ives of the State of South Carolina regardl ng a n!utua I Iy
agreed upon comp I I ante approach, a preferred coo I I ng-nater
mltlgatlon alternative Is Identlf led In this El?,. The pre
ferred .wOIlng-ater alternative Is to construct a 1000-acre
I ake tef ore L-Reactor resumes operat Ion, to redes I gn the
reactor outf a I I, and to operate L-Reactor I n a way that assures
a ba lanced blo Ioglcal cannun Ity In the lake. The Record of
Oeclslon prepared ~ the Department on thls EIS w I I I state the
cool I ng-nater mltlgatlon masur- that WI I I Lm taken which WI I I
al lw L-Reactor opratlon to be In COMPI lance with the condl -
t Ions of an NPDES perml t to ta Issued by the State of South
Caro I I na.
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AA-2 I am also concerned about me amount of rad (oact ( ve wastes, The reimbl 11zat (on and transport of rad Ioces Ium and rad locoh I t
a I ready f n the Savannah r f ver when the L-Reactor fs put ~ck from Stee I Creek for the d ( rect d ( schar~ of L+eactor coo I I ng
f nto use. water (s discussed In Chapter 4 and Ap@nd(x D. As d ( SCUSS~

( n Sect Ion 4.1.2.4, the radiological ef feds frum these
releases wI I I be very sma I I. The concentrate Ions from these
re leases I n potab Ie water fran the Beau fort-Jas~r and Cherokee
H( I I water-treatment plants are calcu Iated to k less than
l/2200th and l/4160th of the EPA drlnkl rig-water standards for
cosfum- 137 and cohlt-60, respectively. The conce”trat IOnS
that m(ght resu It fram the Imp Iemntat (on of the Departtmntts
preferred cool (ng-nater alternative ( 1000-acre lake) are
est f nmtd to b no greater than those fran d (reef dl stiarge.

Based on an avera~ rlwr f Ion rate of 294 cub(c ~ters &r
second and trltfum release values Ilstd In Table 4-10, trft(um
concentrate fens 1n Beau fort-Jasper and Port We”tworfh water wf I I
be 39 p(cocurles per Ilter and 1034 plcocur(es per Ifter frm
L-Reactor oprat fon f n the f f rst and tenth years, respec-
tively. These are 0.2 and 5.2 percent, raspect(vely, of the
EPA drlnklng-uater standard of 20,000 plcocurles per I (ter.

Sectfon 5.2.6 of the E IS d(sc”sses the 6st l~ted CUMUIat(ve
red Ionuc 11de concentrate Ions 1n the Savannah R lver and f n
Port Wenfwarth and Beau fort-Jasper dr I nkl ng water from rout Ine
operat Ion. The tits I rad f at Ion exposures frcin the restart of
L-Reactor when added to exf st I ~ expcsures fs ex~cted to k
abt an-twelfth of the EPA dr(nkfng water standard for the
Beau fort-Jasper system.

AA-3 I bel (ew If the Savannah River Plant had to operate untir the As d(scussed (n the responses above, the proposed r~tart of
same standards 8s F i vate p Iants In South Caro I I na, these two L-Reactor W( I I ta In campl(ance w(th an NPOES permit (ssued @
prob 16fns wou I d be taken care of. the State of South Caro I Ins, and the release of radloact(ve

mter(al WI I I result In radfatfon doses that are wel I talon
natural background radlat (on or app I fcable standards.

Chapter 7 of the E I S presents the Fe&ra I and state environ-
mental protection regulations that are appl Icable to the
restart of L-Reactor. The restart of L-Reactor w11 I camp Iy
with al I regulations.

These regu I at Ions ( nc Iude those developed under the C lean AI r
Act and Clean Water Act that any ‘prfvate p Iantn would have to
meet, as we I I as the requ I rements of the Department of Energy
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such as those for hazardous waste and rad I o.act I ve re I eases.
The De~rtme”tts requlremnts In these areas do not differ frcin

aPPl lcable rqul r-nts of other @vernmental agencies. For
examp Ie, the SRP hazardcus waste nmnagmmnt progrm rmets the
technical rqul rements of the EPA hazardous waste regulations,
and the Department’s radl at Ion proted Ion standards are can-
parable to those of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Canmisslon (10 CFIS
20) for a pr.adutilon facility (i. e., 500 mllllrm to the whole
body In any one ca Iendar year).

P lease =nd the Envl ronmenta I Impact Study to the above
address. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Tl m Lambert
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STATEMENT OF RUTH T-S

Envlronmantallsts, Inc.
Founded 1972

Octo&r 6, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Ass I stant Manager for Hea I th,

Safety and Environnnt
U. S. Depatirmnt of Energy
Savannah RI ver Operations Off Ice
P. O. F!ax A
Al ken, South Carol Ina 29801

Dear Mr. S I res:

PREL I Ml NARY ~HENTS ON THE
L-REACT@ ~AFT ENV I RONENTAL INPACT STATEMENT

Those of us In Envl ronfaental I sts, Inc. ho are workl ng on a
review of the Draft Envlronmnta I Impact Statemnt (Draft EIS)
regard I ng the proposed restart of the L-Reactor have decl ded to
submit two sets of cmments re Iated to th Is Department of
Energy rtiort.

By sendl ng In prel Iml nary _nts ncu, the preparers of the
Draft EIS and their advisors WI I I haw mre tlm to In-rporate
addlt ions and correct Ions Into the Final Envl ronfnental Impact
Statement. (Final EIS)

AB-1 It Is our understand ng that representat i v= of the Departmnt
of Energy (GUE ) and state agencl es have had IMet i ngs to dl scuss
possible changes to the uorkl ng Draft EIS. We suggest that
cons I derat Ion b gl ven to havl ng meet i ngs bfween representa-
t I ves of 00E and representat I ves of comment I ng organ i zat I ens,
Includlng Envlronmantallsts, Inc. (El. )

THE NEED FOR THE L-FfEACT~
A*2

The Oraft EIS provides very I Ittle Information related to the
Issue of whether the Werat ion of the L-Reactor ls needed at
this time. Statements rewrdl ng the proposa I to produce nure

As rqulrd ~ the provisions of the Energy and Water Develop-
ment Appropr I at Ions Act. 19W, OIJE prepared th Is Env I ronmnta I
Impact Statemnt on an expedited tisls ‘t... In consu Itatlon with
State off lclals of %uth Carolina and Georgia. . ..* DOE con-
ducted a 45-day publ Ic canmnt @rlod and held four publ Ic
hearings h receive cunmnts on the Oraft EIS. Also see the
response tz, canmnt AB-21.

The need for the proposed restart of L-Reactor for the Depart-
ment of Energy to met Its Statutow product Ion requl renents is
dlsassed qual Itatlvely In Chapter 1. The produdlon a lterna-
tives for L-Reactor are discussed qufJ I Itatlvely In Chapter 2.
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p Iutoni urn and Increase the Wntry ’s nuclear stockpl Ie are
based on class ltlsd Infer.mtlon (Appendix A).

AB-3 The Draft El S does not Include a discussion of the dlf ferent
VI-S which exist regarding the question of what role nuclear
weapons bu I I d up P I ays I n maI ntal n I ng peace. There are peep Ie
who be I I eve that I ncreas I ng our stockpl Ie of atoml c weapons Is
not a beneficial action for this country to take.

Senators Nol 1Ings, tirf and Cranston are among the U.S. legls-
1ators who have voted to reduce nuc tear arms stockp I I es. John

Glenn, a staunch supporter of a strong ml I Itary, opposes the M

~
and favors a nuc Iear freeze.

E
AB4 The Draft EIS does not provi~ evidence wh Ich makes the ‘sys-

t-tlcw blanclng of costs vs teneflts possible, yet this Is a
requirement of the Natlona I Envlronmntal Pol Icy Act of 1969
(NEPA). If the DOE Is to Justify the plan to operate the
L-Aeactor, the agency nust f Irst SUPP IY the evidence nec=saw
to support the statenent that the knef I ts offset the env I ron-
mnta I costs.

PR~UCT 10N ALTERNATIVES

A&5 On ~ge 2-1 In the Draft EIS, the statement Is made that none
of the product Ion opt Ions or combl nat ions of opt I ons to the
restart of the L-Reactor can provl de the needed atoml c weapons
mterials. The I nformatlon provided on this subJect Is not
adequate tu fulf 1 I I the r~ulrefnents of the NEPA, speclflcal Iy
Sect Ion 102 (C) (111) and (D).

These provisions I n Section 102 of the NEPA refer to alterna-
t 1ve$ IU the proposed Kt Ion under cons I derat Ion. In their

The d! scusslon on the need for L-Reactor and product 1on opt Ions
1s, bf necessity, qualltatlw and limited becwse quantitative
I nf ormat Ion on &f ense naterl al requ I renmnts, I nventorl ~. prO-
duct Ion capacl ty, and proJected nmterl al skrtages or adverse
impacts on weapon system dep Ioyments Is classl f led. A q“antl-
tat I w dl scusslon of the need for restatil ng L-Reactor Is pro-
vided for the DOE declslonmnker In a classlf led appendix
(Appendix A).

Under the Atoml c Energy Act of 1954, the Oepartmnt of Energy
Is responsible for developing and n’alntalning the capability to
produce al I nuclear naterlals rqulred for the U.S. weapons
program, I n accordance WI th the Atoml c Energy Act. approva I of
proposals for defense nuc Iear mterl als @ the President and
subsequent authorl zat ion and appropr i at lo” by Congress const 1-
tute the I ega I author I ty and mndate for the Oepartmnt of
Energy to provldo the required defense nuclear nmterlals.

The nat Io”al pol icy on nuc Iear weapons, their dep Ioyfnent, and
the need for Increased weapons ls kyond the scope of th Is E IS.

The E IS presents a detai led descrlpt Ion of the environnanta I
consequences assocl ated wI th the proposed restart of L-Reactor
operation as wel I as qualitative and quantitative (Appendix A -
Classlf led) di scusslons of the need for defense nuc Iear mterl -
a Is and production a Iternat Ives to the restart of L-Reactor.
In addition, mitigation alternatives are discussed In Chapter
4. The E I S, therefore, presents the I nformt Ion necessa~ for
the decls Ionmkers.

Chapter 2 of this EIS contains additional In foramtlon on pro-
duction alternatives. Alsa see the r6spnse to Canmnt AB-4
regardl ng 1nformat ion Conta!ned I n the EIS on need and produc-
t ion a Iternat I ves.

Sect Ion 104 of the Nat Ions I Envlronmntal Pa I Icy Act provides
that the Act ties not el I ml nate any dut 1~ a I ready Imposed bf
other ‘specl f (c statutory obl Igat Ions. n The discuss ion on the
ned for L-Reactor and product Ion opt Ions Is, bf necess I ty,
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declslon of July 25, 1971,1 C(rcult Judges Wright, Tamm a“d
Robl nson stated that the phrase ‘rto the f u I I est extent POSS1-
ble,, applls fu al I of the requlraents (n Sect(on 102 of the
NEPA law, and thus lnqulry Into the subJect of product (on
a Iternat(ves needs to te nvre thoroughly carried out In the
Final EIS.

AB-6 The discussions of production alternatives refer tu only a few
I nformat Ion sources. When a connection Is mah between the
text and a reference I I steal at the end of a sect Ion, the pages
In the document are not 1dent I f I ed.

Of the n~ne references I Isted on page 2-30, f Ive of thm are du
Pent reports and one was d.ane bf Un I ted Nuclear, Inc. The
state agencls we contacted do not have these reference SOUP
Ces. In the past, I have teen unable to obtain a wjorlty of
du Pent reports relatd to E IS prepared by OOE. These S(X
references my also b unaval Iable to the publ!c. We obJect to
the use of re~rts as references when such reports are not made
aval Iable to those reviewing draft or final Environmental
Impact Statemnts.

AB-7 1“ Volume 2 of the Draft EIS, the testlmny and scoping letters
of (nd Ivlduals, government ~encl es and clt[zenst organizations
are pr(nt6d wlth ( nformtlon (dent Ifyl ng where the responses to
canmnts and questions are located In the Draft El S. A sanr
PI 1ng of these responses showed us that the !dent (f ( ed presen-
tatlo”s In the tefi frequently do not adequately address the
concerns expressed bf those ccimmnt ( ng. For examp Ie, the Draft
E IS on I y presented I nf ormt (on about two of the product Ion
a Iternat I ves wh I ch were r6cunmend& for cons ( derat Ion W the
Nat”ra I Res.a”rces Defense Councl I (NRoc ). It is unclear uhy
the rml n f ng four opt Ions were not cons Id.$red.

qualitative and Ilmlted because quant(tat(ve lnformt(on on
defense material requlremnts, I n-nbr(es, production
capacity, and proJectad mterlal sbrtages or adverse Impacts
on weapon systm deployments IS c Iass(f 162. D( %Iosure of
class(f led mterlal Is not ~vernd ty S~t (on 102 of NEPA.

Pursuant tc the amndments to the Nat I.ana 1 E nv I ron~nta I Po 11cy
Act of 1965 In 1975, Section 102(2) (0) (S non Sect(on
102(2)(E).

The EIS uses a“ appropriate formt for Ide”tlfyl”g reference
mterlals. Al I referents are Identlfled clearly In the text
and at the end of each chapter.

Al I documents referenced (n the EIS are aval Iable for publlc
revl~ 1“ the WE publlc reading rocins In Alken, South
Carol ( na, e,nd wash ~~ton, DC, as stated i n the Federal Register
Notice (48 FR 44244) and the Foreword of the E IS.

An Int (tf al scope of the E IS was developed @seal upon the can-
mnts recef ved on the L+eactor Env 1ronmental Assessment, the
February 9, 1983 Senate Armed Serv(ces Cunmlttee Hearl ng, and
dur!ng the 90-day ~tended publlc revlen/canment period on the
r~rd of the February 9th hmrl ng. Based on the cannB3nts re-
ceived during the Scm(ng period for this EIS, a final scope
was determl ned. Al I cannents rKelvOd durl ng the XOP( ng
per Iod were cons Idered; however, on I y substant 1ve comments
received dt!r( ng the SCOPI ng period resu Ited In chang- to the
content of the Draft E IS.

lUnlted States Court of Appeals for the Dlstrlct of Calumbla
Clrcult, Nos. 24,839 and 24,871, Calvert Cllffst brd(natlng
C.ammlttee, inc., et al vs U.(ted States Atomic Energy
Commlss(on and United Stat- of Amr(ca, July 25, 1971.
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A*8 To comply with NEPA, the fol Imlng production alternatives nust
b stud lad and the f Indi ngs presented In the Flna I EIS. INEPA,
Snt Ion 102, (D) 1:

‘1. kceleratlng the recove~ of me Iear mterlals from The timl ng of the retir~nt of old warheads Is the responsl -
the ret I rennnt of obso Iete warheads. bl I Ity of the D~rtmnt of Defense (DOD) and not the DeFrt-

ment of Energy (CA)E). The aval Iabl 11~ of mterlal frun re-
tired weapons is Inc Iuded 1“ the determl nation of naterl al
SUPP Iy for n= weapons I n the NWSM. ~E recwers th ls inter I a I
when the old warheads are made avai Iable from 000, and uses
this treterial to met nsw material r~uir-nts.

2. Acce I erat I ng dave I Wmnt of a new product Ion reactor. Environmental, safety, and design studies are bel ng I nltlated
for a nEn producflon reactor (NPR). However, no funds have
been appropr I ated for construct ion. A s 1te and a reactor con-
cept W(I I b selected fol Ionlng canpletlon of these studies.
The NPR, even I f hJl It under an accelerat~ schedu le. WI I I not
be oval Iable to produce the needed plutunlum In the time
rw UI red and is, therefore, not a reasonab Ie a I ternat I ve.

3. Acce I erat I ng deve l~,nent of specl al I ~tope separat Ion The Department of Energy Is current I y proceed I ng wI th the
developnnt of the specl a I I soto~ sep8rat Ion process as a
method to convert f ue I -grade p I uton I um to weapons-grade p I uto-
n!unI. This process has t8en demnstrat- on Iy In the labra-
tory. A sign If I cant period of time (greater than 7 years) WI I I
b requlrd tu scale from the present Iabratow scale process
up to a ful I production facl llty. Such a sca I e-up, even I n the
cas8 of a mxlmm accelerat Ion ( 1-2 years savl rigs), would not
prduce the needed plutonlum in the tlmn requl red. This pro-
cess, therefore, Is not cons I@red a reasonable a Iternat Ive.

4. Acqulrlng plutonium from a foreign source..2 The prospect of oWal n! “g pluton Ium frcim foreign sOurc.3s has
been explored and Is not cons lder6d a rel I able source for
meet I ng p I uton I um needs.

2The *OP I*9 letterof NaturaIR6sourcesDefensec~ncl I,
August9, 1983. Volum 2 of the DraftEIS, pages IO3-104.
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AB-9 The classified Appendix A was again cited as a documnt which See the r!m~nse to ccnnnnt AB-2 regard 1ng the disc Iosure of
contained supportl ng I nformatlon. (page 2-22 ) E I ther th Is
Append Ix ne~s Iv & rec lass I f I ed or another reference or

class lflal lnformtlon In Appandlx A. The national pollcy on
nuc Iear wlaapo”s, their tip I oyment, and the need for Increased

references I dent I f I ed as the bas ls of statements and cone I u- weapons 1$ byond the scope of this EIS.
slons In the Final EIS.

I n NRDCIS comments related to production alternatives, the
organ lzatlon!s attornq points out that ‘the Draft EIS msl
provide and disclose to the public, tu the ful lest extent
possible, the fol Iowlng !nfornmtion:

1. Identl f Icatlon of each mterl al oroductlon alternative
thrwgh 1995.

2. Identif lcatfon bf year of the Pluton Iunrwulva lent
product ion capabl I I ty of each a I ternat I ve.

3. I dent I f I cat Ion for ea~ ymr of the
PlutonluPWulvalent Inventory, stockvl le. and future
requ I remnts.

4. Indication of precisely which, if any, weapons syst-
or warheads wou Id have to b delayd If the L-Reactor operation
was postponed one, two, three or four years.

. Indication of whether and how a de I ay i n L-Reactor
operat Ion of one or two years mu I d af feet the production of

“eds’l” the .Out years.% ‘0 ‘988’0’ ““b”’”m ‘“*’”*”W
warheads a 1ready schedu I

There appears fu te Iltt Ie in the Draft E I S regarding these
f I w subJects, partlcu Iar Iy In term of specl f IC I nformtlon.
The lack of adequate Identification of evidence tu support the
agencyfs statemnts and conclusions regarding Pluton turn
prcduct ion and re Iated rotters needs tu be corrected i n the
Final EIS in addition tu provldlng mre detal led Inforfrmtlon
a~t weapons I nventorl es and product Ion schedu I es.

3mCts ~mnt~, VOIU~ 2 of the Draft Els, W9e 1~.
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SAFETY SYSTEM ALTERNATIVES

AE-10 The Draft E IS Includes presentations on f tve alternatives for
m{tfgatlng the detrlmntal effects of acc(dents. There Is,
hmever, no explanation of why the authors dfd not mke use of
reports on actual accidents at the Savannah RIver Plant (SW)
1n aparlng various systws for reducl ng the harm wh Ich cou Id
resu It f rm acc I dents.

SI nce the operat (a of the L-Reactor wou Id { ncrease the need
for reprocessing, for the disposal of low-level radloact(ve
waste, the convers Ion of I Iqu (d waste to a w 1Id, transporta-
tion fu a repository and permanent dl sposal of high-level
waste, the records of SRP acc f dents re I ated to a 11 of these are
(ndlspensable -urces of evidence for those evaluating safety
systw opt tons and cons (derl ng the potential wh Ich SRP fac( I 1-
t l= have for damgl ng the envlronnmnt.

I n our Freedom of I nformatfon request of August 25, 1983, we
ask6d for materla Is regardl ng trlt turn releases frm the SRP,
Includlng the mst recent leak on July 16, 1983. According to
the ~E, there are approxlmtely two hundred documnts related
to the rwt I ne and acc dental d f scharges of th (s one source of
radloact!ve PI Iutlom. A Despite the existence of hundreds of
reports about trltlum and ninny additional on= related to
rad(oact lve gases and fal lout Orlgfnat I ng from SRP fac( I ltles,
these Information sources do not appear to be among the
references used (n the preparation of the Draft E IS.

Actual reactor accidents are described (n Sect (on 4.2.1.2 and

Ap-ndlx G; thq were considered In the evaluation of safety
Systa a I ternat I ves. Only once ( n the h (story of SRP reactor
operat Ion was the conf f n-nt systen req u 1red to f unct [on to
conf(ne afrtorne actlv(ty; th(s was the meltlng of a source rod
In 1970 (see Sect(on 4.2. I.2 and Append!x G). The conflnmnt
system worked as &signed and of fslte exposure was neg I (g! ble.
The use of th(s acclde”t In a comparison of rnrlous alterna-
tives for the mltlgatlon of accident consequences mu Id have
shown I Itt le or no dlf ference In the ef fect(wn-s of the
a Iternat ( ve concepts. Therefore, the mxl mum cred I b Ie acc ( dent
was selected to masure the tanef I ts attr I ~tab Ie to each
a I ternat I ve reactor safety systen that 1s cons Idered.

A nen Sect (on 5.1.2.9 has t!een Inmrporated fnto th (s EIS wh lch
dl scusses the most probable incremental rl sks of non-reactur
support fac( I It(es due to the Increased throughput of L-Reactor

prOduc*. HYPOthe* I ca I reac+Or acc ( dents descr I bed I n the E Is
represent the up~r I lm(t of of fs(te radlolog(cal consequences
from any process operat ton at SRP. In the approxlmtely 30
years of operat (on of SRP reactors, there never has taen a
release of radloadlvlly that resu Ited (n of fslte doses that
exceeded appl (cable Fderal guldel !n6s.

The E I S addresses and references acc I dent releases related to
reactor operation In Sect Ion 4.2. 1.2 and Appand(x G. Most
tr f t I urn release I ncf dents at SRP were not re Iated to L-Reactor
operation or Its support fac( 1It(es bt to other facl I (ties not
(n the scope of th(s EIS.

40ctobr 4, 1983 letter from Ernest S. Chaput of DOE to Envl -
ronfnental Ists, Inc. r6gardl ng lts Fre40m of I nformat (on
request, FO I -SR-49.
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Awl 1 There IS no explanation In the Draft EIS of why reports on SRP The est (mates of rad I oact I ve ret eases to the env f ronment
accf dents and routine .re I-ses were not chosen as f nfornt (on
sources. 7he Saf efy System Sect lon as we I I as other resent a-

resu Itl ng frm L-Reactor startup and operat lon und8r norna I

tlons fn the Draft E IS lack evldenm regarding studle of SRP
operating and accident cond It Ions are, to the extent Wsslble,
based on actual SRP operatl Y experience, as documnted i n the

workers,such as those related to the approxl mtel y 400 reports C( ted as references In the E I S. (See EIS, Volume 1,
mnp loyees who= ur I ne tests showed that t~ev had the rad 10a~ Sect!on 4.1.2; Volume 2, Appendix G.)
tlve substance plutonlum In their badles.

Exposurs Jf SRP workers to ( nternal and external radlat Ion are
careful Iy mnlt Drd and control led through a health physics
program designed to malntaln occupat Ional doses ‘as Ion as
reasonably ach Ievablen (ALARA), as out I ( ned by the U.S. Depart-
rmnt of En,argy 1n WE 5480.1A, Env lronmenta I Prot6ct (on,

-a) doses a+ SRP to tit. have k~~~~~~%e ~E
and Hea Ith Protect Ion Froqram for

I Imlts of 5 ram per year to an fnd Ivldual. Furthernwre, Occu-
pational doses associated with reactor operations have de-
creased frum an average of 200 person-rem p9r reactor-year
durl ng the ~rlod from 1960 through 1968 to an avera~ of 69
person-rm per re8ctor-year dur I ng the per lod f rm 1976 through
1980 as a resu It of the ALARA operat( ng ph I Iosophy.

Of the 411 produd(on workers who have shown posltlve evl~nce
of ass(ml Iatlon of transuran Ic elemnts (through October 1983),
Inc Iud( ng plutun Ium, on IY 6 have exceeded 50 percent of a Maxi -
mm Pennlsslble Body Burden (MPBB), as def Ined by the I nterne
tlonal Canmlsslon on Radlologlcal Protoctlon (%eport of ICRP
-mlttee I I on Permlsslble Dose for Internal Radlat(on. m
Health Physics, Volume 3, 19601. The maximum Individual asslm-
( Iatlon was 90 percent of MPBB. Our/ ng the entire Weratlon of
SRP, on Iy one worker has exceeded the occu~t Ional exposure
Ilmft of 5 rem per year. b b(oldglcal effects are expectad
fran exposures of th Is magn I tude. An ongol ng hea Ith study of
SRP workers has shown no w 1dence of unusua I hea I th effects
that cou I d k attr I buted to radl at (on exposure.

5,” ,974, Ou pent, ~ SUprVI SO~ Of the Works Techn lca I OePafi-

ment at SRP publ (CIY admitted that employees had been ml s16d
about the health effects of plutonlum. Al Iendale County
Cltlzen, f40v. 27, 1974.
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AB-12 I found no discuss Ion of why theoret Ica I reports, such as the The preparers used the BE IR I I I report as a tas IS for estab-

BE IR I I I r~rt, were chosen 1n preference to evl dance d I rect Iy Ilshlng a relationship between radiological doses C01Cu10f6d In
related to the SW. men the BE I R report and other genera I the EIS and any resulting health effects In terms of excess
type references were us6d In the Draft E I S, the preparers cancer fata Iitles. Estlmtes of radlatlon health effeCts r-
fai led to Identify the pages In tha which contained the sented In the BEIR I I I report are bsed on the okerved lncl -
specl t IC Information connected to the text. dence of cancer-l nduced fata I Itles that resulted fr~ e~ure

to high radiation levels. This data &se Included Informtlon
tirlved fran studies of Japanese survl wrs of the atomic bomb
dropped on Nagasaki a#Hlroshlm, and fr~ medical Procedures
that resu It In high radltilon doses. The hslc problem ad-
dressed in the BEIR I I I report was how to extrwolate frOM
hea Ith ef fetis otserved at h I@ levels of radlat Ion to e5tl -
mates of health effects that might b assocl oted with very low
levels of radiation,suchas those resu Itl ng from L*eactor
operation. The BEIR I I I r~ort In this sense Is largely a
statist Ical study of mnplrical &ta. rather than a theoretl= I
report.

The BEJR I I I r~ort was selected for use I n derlvlng the health
effects reported In the EIS I n preference to evidence directly
related to SRP because there have tsen no omervable health
effects r-u Itl ng from SRP operations, In terns of excess
cancer fatalities, that can te quantified or ldentlf led.

Speclflc pa~ references In BEIR Ill are n.at cited In the EIS
becwse the evaluat Ion of hea Ith-ef fects -t Imtors r~ulr= a
carefu I revlua’ of the entire BEIR I I I report and an assesstn9nt
of the a Iternat I ve approach= presented I n re Iat Ion to the
problem of mtrapolatlng high-radiation-level health effeCts ta
Iow-radiation levels.
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~L I NG-WATER ALTERNATIVES

AB-13 Despfte r6cogn Izlng that the discharge of hot water fran the
L-Reactor would cause envlronrmntal dam@ and despite the fact
that this themal pol Iut(on violates the water qua! ltv r6gula-
t(ons of South Carol Ins, those preparing the Draft E IS appear
to favor the direct discharge tu StWl Creek since they have
I dent I f i ed th Is as the ‘reference case, n on page 4-81. It Is
unclear Just what nbenef (tslt are being telanced aga( nst da-
Strutilon of swamp land and non%.anpl lance w~th South Carol Ina*s
regu Iat(ons. The lack of ad~uate and specl f lC doaw”tatlo”
regard I ng coo I I ng a Iternat I ves contr I butes to the presentat Ion
of m(sleadfng information.

Sect Ion 4. I of the E IS descrf bes the (mpacts that mu Id result
fran the c!l rect d( scharg3 of L-Reactor coo I I ng water to Stee I
Creek, and Sect(on 4.4.2 descrfbes over 30 potentfal coollng-
water m(t I gat Ion a Iternat I ves. In acmrdance with the Councl I
on Envlror,inantal Qual ItYt S regulations (mplemntlng the
procedural provisions of NEPA, th IS f Inal E IS Idantl f (es and
d ( scusses the Departmnt of Energy !s pref errd caa I I rig-water
alternatf ve, wh lch IS to construct a 1000-acre lake before
L-Reactor resumes We rat (on, to r.ades lgn the reactor out fa I I,
and to o~rate L-Reactor In a wav that assures a ba lanced bio-
logical CcmIrtun(i’v In the lake. Also, see the responses to
canments AA-1 and AB4 r~rdl “g cool lng-water mlt I@t lon
a Iternatlves and the blancl ng of ‘cmt vs. benef Its. n

SPecl f Ic fnfor~tlon In S.sctlon 4.4.2 and Appsndlx I of. the EIS
(s prov ! d~ on con I I rig-water a Iternat 1ves. The E IS I nc I udes
the fo I Iom Ing topics for each of the cwl( rig-water mltlgatlon
a Iternat i ves cons ( dered:

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

Capital and operatl ng c=ts
Schedu Ie
Estlnated numbr of construct lc.n personnel
Product Ion ef f (c ( ency
ConcWtual designs, Iocatlon, areal extent, and

rqul rmmnts for rerout Ing plant services and roads
Therml effects at sewra I lo~t (ens I n Steel Creek
Wetland and upland habitat el (ml nated
Rate of de Ita growth
CQOI I ng withdrawal rate frc.n the Savannah River and

r-u Itl ng entra( nfnent and Impl ng-nt lcsses
Impacts to enda~ered species
Potential Impacts tu hlstorlc/archeological sites
Release and rmbl I Izatlon of rdlonuclldes
Thermal discharge standards.

AB-14 For example, the ml staken (mpr~s Ion (s given that Savannah Sect Ion 4.1.1.4 descrfbes the effects of direct dl scharge of
R(ver .aperat tons have had I Ittle or no ef feet on rd”ci ng the cool lng water fra L-Remtor on spcles d(vers (tv; these
dfvers(tv of specfes, a sftuatfon know iu reduce the bfologf - eff6Cts concur with f(nd(ngs publfshed by parker, Hfr$hffeld,
ca I stab I I I tv of an area. @ page 4-18, the stat~nt Is n’ade and Gibbons (1973).
that ‘no n!aJor changes In the presence of specls have occurred
f ra past Savannah R ( ver we rat (ens at the I r stat (ens (7
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studies bf researchers with the Academy of Natural Scl ences of
Ph ( lade lphla-ANSP) or are expectd fu occur from the addition
of heat and CQOI I ng water from the L-Reactor. n Th Is stat~nt
conf I Icts with the f Indl ngs of a 1971 survey by Parker,
Hirshfleld and Gibbons. According ta this study, only 8 plant,
5 f Ish and 2 rept i Ie specl es remain In the heated area of Pond
C whereas the unheated ~rtlons of Par Pond has 34 species of
aquatic plants, 23 specl - of fish and 9 species of reptl les.6

One of the 1971 report!s res-rchers, J. Whltf i eld, co-authored
an article with Rebecca Sharltz filch summarizes the research
of numrous I nvestlgators at he Savannah RI ver Ecolcgy Labora-
tory over a f I ve year p6rlod. & The Draft EIS includes this
study, ‘?Therma I A I terat Ion of Aquat I c Ecosyst~n as a refer-
ence for Voluw 1 (pages 3-70 and 4-144) and Vo I“me 2 (page
C-80).

AB-15 It Is Iwortant that the Flna I El S resolve the probla of con-

~
fllctlng and misleading information on the subJect of theml
PI Iutlon. Another les~n to te Iearnd frm the Glbtons-

W Sharitz report Is that a study wh Ich clearly I dent if Ies Its
w references Is much eas I er to understand and rev[ ew. We r6can-

fnend that a slml Iar type of documntatlon b used In the Final
EIS.

ENV 1R~ENTAL I~ACTS

Mare time Is need~ to revl - sections of the Draft EIS related
to such areas of Inqul ry as radloact ive releases, equlpfmnt
fal lures, seepag3 bsl ns, accidents, worker exposures, etc. ,
before specl f Ic and detal led comments an b prepared. The
fol Iowlng fal lures, however, have been identl fled:

AB-16 1. Fal lure to use a mthod of Identl fyl ng reference
mterl als so that a connection Is made bfneen the text and the
passage In the part Icu Iar documnt(s) wh Ich sup~rt statements
and conclusions In the EIS.

The studies Q NSP were conducted o“ the Savannah River. The
studies by Parker, Hlrshfleld, and Gibkns were conductd on
Par Pond. Because these are two different systems, there Is
no cnnf f let In the resu Its and cone Iuslons of the dl f ferent
studies.

See the respnses to Canmnts AB-13 and AB-14 regardl ng data on
therms I discharge contained In the EIS. Also see the response
to ccinment AB-6 regardl ng EIS references.

Sea the response to cunment A8-6 re~rdl ng EIS references.

6G, bb”s, J. W. a“d R. R. Sharltz, 1974. ~her~l Al*eraTlOn

of Aquat [c Ecosystems,;, American Sclentlst, Vo 1. 62, page 663.
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m-17 2. preparing dose estlfnates nlthout adequate cons fdera-
t Ion for the detr Ifnenta I effects wh I ch peep Ie of the area have
exper I enced as a resu It of the rad Ioact f ve gases and fa I Io”t
wh(ch have originated frun the complex of nuclear fac( Ilt(es al
the SRP over the past 25 years or fmre.

AB-18 3. Fal lure to adequately ldentlfy the routine releases of
K-85, trlt turn and Carton-14 wh Ich have taen dlschargd frm

y
reprocess I ng p Iants and the added amunt due to the proposed
operat (on of the L-Reactor.

w
*

AB-19 4. Fal lure to prov(de data ml Iected fran studi~ of SRP
workers.

CQNCLUS 10N

AB-20 Lawrence Bened let, In h Is test Inuny of August 5, 1983, stated
that the Georgia Conservancy and Cltlzenfs for a Clean Envlron-
~nt were concerned about the POS5 I b( I I tv that the NUS Corpo-
r.t (on might yrk on the E I S related to the proposed restart of
the L-Reactor. He p.a( nted out that the NUS tirporat (on had
prepard the F!ndlng of No Slgnlf (cant Impact and the ‘f I awed,,
Env f ron,nenta I Asses swnt.

The (ntent of the E IS fs to address the environmental (mpacts
associated with L-Reactor restart and operation as requfred
under NEPb.. Concentrations of radfoact(v(ty (n afr, water, and
sol I In the reg[on due to releases from SRP I n the past are
fraasured es part of the annual envlronwntal nvnltorl ng pro-
gram. These c.ancentratfons, along with the doses to maximal Iy
exposed (nd(vlduals and the general population of fsfte due to
SRP radioactive releases to the envlronmnt, are reported In
the annual SRP envlronmntal nvn Itor(ng reports. The resu It (ng
doses are wel I w lthln establ (shed I fmlts and represent a vary
smal I fract (on of bckground rad fat (on doses. ti *tr(mntal
effects due to SRP radfoatiive releases have teen obwrved, and
ana I YSOS f nd fcate none shou I d k expected kyo”d fbse reported
(n the EIS for L-Reactor r=tart and operatfon.

Routine releases of K-85, trltl”m, and C-14 due to the proposed
operat Ion of L-Reactor, Inc Iudl ng those associated with facl I i-
t I es that s“p~rt L-Reactor operat (on, such as the separat Ions
facl Iltles, are reported (n the EIS (See Volum 1, Sect Ions
4.1.2 and 5.1.2).

See the response to canmnt AB-11 regard I ng tits fran studi~
of SRP wrkers.

Judga Jackson of the Un (ted States D(strlct Cart for the
Dlstrlct cf Columbla, (n hls Sumnmry Judgmnt declsfon on July
15, 1983, found c,that docum”t, suhf ttd bf the contractor to
00E In May 1982, In draft a“d revl seal, const I tuted the bas (s
for DOE~s ff”dfng of no s(gnff (cant (mpact; 47 Fed. Reg. 35,
691, on August 23, 1982 . . . The Court f I nds the CO”C 1“s Ion
(the f(ndlng of no slgnlflcant Impact prepared ~ DOE) alone to
t9 arbltra~ and an abse of discretion . . . the antecetint
studies mpear to te Mh andld and thorcugh, and as b DOE
(tSelf evince the hard look at environmental consqmnces
required cf It..

7Draft E IS, Volume 2, page K-56.

. .
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Since the Flnd\ng of No Slgnltlcant Impact was denounced W a
U.S. Dlstrlct Court Jud~ as ‘unreasonable, arbltraw and an
atuse of dl scretlon, n It Is unclear why the NUS Corporation was
chosen to prepare the Envl ronmnta I Impact Statement.

P lease send =ples of cur Prel Iml nary _nts to the preparers

7 of the Draft EIS, whose na- are I Isted on pages LP-2 through

% LP-14 In Vol. 2.

AB-2 1 O“ khalf of Envl ronmntal Ists, Inc., I rqUeSt that a
discussion meet! ng b arranged as soon as possible @tween con-
su Itants with NUS tirporation, State/Federal of f Iclals and r6P-
resentatl ves of comrmnti ng orgen!zatlons. Inc Iud Ing Envlron~n-
tal I sts, Inc. The purpose of the Meeting wou Id be to address
the defects of the Draft EIS wh la If repeatd I n the Flna I EIS
wou Id prevent the document from telng I n canp I lance with the
Natlona I Envlronmntal Pol Icy Act.

Sincerely,

The Decl slon went on to say ~E~s cun etWlron~nta! homsnork
ref Iected In and represented Prl IMrl IY bj Its Envlronmntal
Assessment, prov I des extens I ve I nf ormat Ion on the ant Icl pated
consequences of the r-umpt Ion of L*eaclur’s operat Ions.
Plalntlffs da not obJect to any pauclf’y of data so nuch as they
da to the fact that, once publlsh~ with Its flndlng of no
slgnl f I cant Impact, the EA ends the process . . . n

As a POl nt of clarlf Icatlon, DDE contracted with NUS tirpora-
tlon to assist In the preparation of the Environmental Assess-
ment - L-Reactor Operation, Savannah River Plant (DOE/EA-
0195). The EA Is a DOE document prepared under WE guidance,
di rectlon, and revl m. ~E detennl ned its content and aP-
preach. The FI ndi ng of No Slgnl f I ant Impact on the r-u!nptlon
of L+eactor merat Ion was a DDE decls Ion documnt prepared
solely N DDE personnel. NUS Corporation Plaved no part In
th Is &cl slon process.

As contal ned 1n DOE US letter to Ms. Thomas of Octokr 21,
representat Ives of ME were avai Iable at the publ lc hearl ngs on
the Draft EIS during the week of October 31, 1983 to discuss
any questions fol lowing the hearing sessions. Also see the
response to cmnt AB-I regarding the r~ul rements for consul-
tatlons with the Stat- of South tiro Ilna and Georgia and the
receipt of cannants on the Draft EIS.

Ruth Thonms, Authorized
Represent at i ve

Envlronmnta I Ists, Inc.
1339 Slnkler Road
@ Iumbl a, SC 2~06
Tel. 803- 782-3000
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT F. BURNETT

UNI T~ STATES
NUCLEAR REGULAT~Y ~Ml SS 10N

Wash I ngton, N 20555

October 11, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, III
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith,

Safety and Envl ronwnt
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah R I ver Operat ions Off 1ce
P. O. tlox A
Al ken, %uth Carol I na 29801

Oear Mr. Sires:

We have revl swed the draft Envl ronrnenta I Impact Statement for
the Savannah River Plant a“d fran a safeguards
have no Cunwnts.

perspective,

Sincerely,

George W. McCersh I ng for,
Rotert F. Burnett, 01 rector
Olvl slon of Safeguards
Office of Nuclear Material

Safefi and Safeguards
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STATENSNT W DAVID G. JENN I WS

Woodstorks and the L-Reactor: An Eva I uat Ion of the Draft E I S

I ntroduct (on

AD-! In the draft Envl ronmnta I I mpacf Statement for the startup of
the L-Reactor, the Savannah Rfver Plant (SRP) wetlands are fmn-
tloned as fmportant feedlw sites for a nearby colony of endan-
gered AMrlcan Woodstorks. M d I scuss Ion fo I Icus of the impact
of remvl ng a large percentage of these wetlands (due to ther-
mal pol Iut(on of Steel Creek) fran use as foraging areas for
the hdstorks. It (s nrf feel Ing that the wet lands of the
Savannah River Plant, Includlng Steel Creek, should ke consid-
ered crltlcal ha b(tat for the Amer(can Woodstork. By crft(cal
habitat It Is meant that, without these wetlands as a major
foragfng area, there (s a strong poss(bl I ity that the Blrds-
VI I Ie Wwdstork Rookery would fa~l due to lack of a sufflc(ent
food hse.

Responses

Ap@ndlx c. se~~on C.3.2of thisEISpre%nts mre deta(led
lnformat(on than was ava( I able for the preparation of the draft
EIS. Accord(ng to the U.S. Fish and Wild lffe Service, crlti-
ca I habl tat (s present I y cons fdered net ther prudent nor deter-
minable for the breedfng pmu Iat (on of the -d stark (n the
United States. The bgsls for this ~tennfnatlon Is g(ven In
48FR 6403. Crltlcal hab(tat means (1 ) the spec(f Ic areas
wtthln the gaographlcal area occupied Q a species, at the tlnm
(t Is Ilsted f. XCortince with Sect Ion 4 of the E“&”gered
Spac16s Act, on * fch are found tbse physfcal or blolcglca I
features ( I ) =sentlal to the conservat (on of the specl es and
( ( i ) which my require special mnagemnt cons ideratlons or
protection, and (2) specl f Ic areas outs fde the geograph 1= I
area occup~d bi a spectes at the t(me (t (S Ilsted In accord-
ance with the proVf S ions of Sect Ion 4 of the En&ng8red Species
Act upon a datennl net Ion w the Secretaw of the Inter (or that
such areas are essent ( a I for the conservat Ion of the specl es
(44 FR 47863). Based on exlstlng data, there Is no conclusive
ev(dence that the loss of observed wood Sturk foragl ng slt~ 1n
the Steel Creek delta wou Id result In the fa ( lure of the B(rds-
VI I Ie colony. Prfor to the f Iedgf ng of the 1983 sea-n young
of the B f rdsv I I Ie rookery, 64 percent of the observed Instances
of foragl ng occurred on the SRP. Th 1rty-three percent occurred
at two s I tes near Beaver Dam Creak, wh !ch Is affected bf SW
pwerhwse operat (ens. The r-lnl ng 31 percent of the ob-
served 1nstances of forag I ng at seven s I tes occurred at B-ver
Dam Creek (11 per=nt), the Steel Cre* delta (14 percent), and
Pen Branch (6 percent). These seven s (t= are not ava 1I ab Ie
during psrlods of P Iant o~rat (ens, such as cold-water test!ng
of the L+eactor. Observed Instances of pref Iedg I ng forag f ng
off the SRP from 18 foragl ng s(tes accounted for 36 Prrnnt of
the total.
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AD.2 : ~hls, ropkery fa I led tv produce young I n 1981 --proMbly due to a
drought” reducl ng the numbr of wet lands ava( I able. Th Is sug-
gests that adti ua,te forag 1ng s f tes my b3 the 11ml t I ng factor
for the co Iony. If S, the destruct (on or a Iterat (on of what

aPPears to be the bst, ava( I’able feed I ng areas cou Id preclude
the future success of +hls colony.

w
m

AD-3 It should be str6ss* at the outset that al I quest fens and
tentative Conclusions In th IS report can b drawn from &ta
presentd (n the draft Envlronmenta I Impact Statmnt (DE I S),
stat-nts (such as the flush(ng of cold water through Steel
Creek) frm the Env(ronmnta I Assessmnt, and other publ (c
docurm.+s. More data needs tu te gatherad--or released i f (t
has a I ready hen gathered--in order to fnake an Intel I I gent
docl slon of the Issue.

David G. Jennl ngs

Responses

Nestl ( ng abandonment bf wood storks f n F Iorlda has ken asso-
clatd with pr(ods of h Igh water or extrm drought (Kush Ian
et al., 1975). The r~roductlve success of the wood stork IS
affected by the numter of f (sh ~r area of wet lands ((e., the
dens f ty of P, .3Y organ I srns) or by WVere drought that reduces
bth he~i?at and food ava( Iabl( Ity (~dan and Patty, 1981 ).

Storks of the B(rdsvfl Ie rookery abndon~ their nest llngs at
aPProXINtel Y 3 to 4 We*S of age durl ng 1981. The drmght at
that tlm (s assumed to k respons lb Ie for the ab”&nnent at
the B(rdsvf I Ie colony.

Forag( ng s Ites fn the Savannah River swamp systm at the SRP
ranked stat fst(cal Iy h(gher than other s(tes (n a canpar(~n of
the man number of storks otserved at al I SRP s (tas (29.8)
with those observed at other sites (8.4) bfore f Idgl ng. Th (s
ccinpar(=n used only those s(t6s (dent (fled before fledglng.
After f Iedgl ng, juven( Ies were recorded w(th adu Its at foraging
s (tes not located at SRP. Juve”l Ies did not use SW foraging
sites.

List I ng of the wood stork as an endangerd specfes occurred
February 28, 19W, after the Draft EIS for L-Reactor was ccan-
pleted. Beg(nn(ng (n Aprl I 1983, studfes on the wood stork
were Inlt fated. The *S Ign of the wood stork study program and
prel Imlnary resu Its of the program were prc.v(dd to the FWS
dur ( ng an 1nf orw I consu I tat (on process. Data frc.n the wood
stork program has teen Included (n this Final EIS In Appendix
C, Section c.3.2. A b( o I og (ca I assessment for the wood stork
was formal Iy transmitted to the FWS at the end of March 19U.
The Department (s currently Walt(ng the revlsw of this assess-
nnt bf the FWS. The Departnnnt ant Iclpatm that as a resu It
of the FWS revlea, the FwS WI I I concur (n the Department Ss con-
clusion that wh I Ie operat Ion of L-Reaclur m(ght af feet Prt Ions
of the wood stork 1s SRP f orag ( ng habf tat, operat Ion of
L-Reactor and other ongo[ ng and p Ianned c.perat ions WI I I not
affect the cantlnued existence of this species.
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Sltuatlon: Woodsforks using the Savannah River Plant (and
Steel Creek (n particular).

Problm: Woodstorks are noN or wi I I soon te I (steal as an
endangered specl es. W/ I I the startup of the
L-Reactor have a slgnlf I cant (and negatfve) Impact
on the Iota I POPUIat (on of Woodstorks?

Answer: UNKNOWN. But, Pr8ditif0ns can tm mde ksed on
data gathered for the r-u 1red Envl ronfranta I Impact
StatOmmot.

Quest Ions and wns ( derat ions that nmy revea I ~w Important (or
unimportant) the Savannah River Plant (SRP) swamps are to the
Blrdsvl I Ie Wdstork Rookery fnclude:

AD-4 1. Is the average dl stance to a non-SRP feed I ng s Ite about the
sanm as to the SRP swamps (45 km)--or are the storks travel I ng

~ stgn If leant Iy further to the SRP s Ites? Olstance traveled
cou Id be an fndlcat (on of the qual Ity and lm~rtance of the

% feedl ng sfte. If the b( rds are travel lng long dl stances tu
SRP, In contrast to short d f stances for a Iternate off -plant
feed(ng slt6s, (t seems clear that the SW wetlands are
considered a h lgh qual ity area by the tidstorks.

AO-5 2. Cinnparl son of the average number of Woodstorks seen feed I ng
at a SRP feed I ng s (te vs. the average number seen at of f-p Iant
sites.

The average d( stance to s ( tes Is not necessar( I y correlated
w(th the importance of the foraging site to the wood stork.
Storks travel to sites with ava(lable food. At the B(rdsvl I Ie
colony, storks travel led an average of 22.8 kl Iomters before
the f Iedglng of young and 25.0 kl Iatneters after the f Iedglng of
young. This difference was not statistical Iy sfgnff (cant.
Wood storks d ( d not trave I farther to feed as the breeding
season pr0gr85s9d. It (s hypoth~ ( zed that the e I evat Ion of
feed( ng sltw (from 30 to 100 meters above iwan sea level ) and
the drought control led ha far the B(rdsvl I Ie storks travel led
to feed. That Is, foraging Sit= at higher elevations become
unava I I able before foraging sites at lower elevations. The
wood storks travel led to the higher sites first no rotter what
the distance frm the colony (uP to 60 kl Iometers) and then to
lower sltm. hu water Ieve Is and concentrate f 1sh are proba-
bly the prlnclpal rea-n that wood storks forage (n the Sav%n-
nah Rfver swamp wetlands on the SRP. Preferred feeding sites
w(I I probably be used as long as they are wlthln the 50- to
60-kl later da I I y radius fran the wood stork colony.

See the res~nses to canmnts ~-l and AD-2 regard I ng the use
of wet lands and Steel Creak as foragl ng sites.

If there Is a slgn(flcant difference (DE IS, C-37; 26.4
tndlviduals vs. 6.6) this may also b an Indlcatlon of the
va Iue of the SW swamps b the local Wocdstork population.



Table M-2. CI)E responses to comrmnts on Draft El S (contl nued )

Comment Comments Respnses
number

AD-6 3. Aval Iabl Ilty (species and numbers of Individuals) of prey
Items i n the Steel Creek sites as Compard to of f-p Iant sites.

I f prey Items are mre abundant, Imprtance of the site as a
foragl ng area shou I d bE reccgn Ized.

AD-7 4. Total number of Woodstorks US I ng SRP wet lands on an.f sing Ie
day.

The Draft EIS (DE IS, page C-38) shows 147 Indlvlduals using SW
on Ju Iy 14. One hundred forty seven cut of 2X total &edi ng
adu Its i n the rooke~ Is over 60f of the POPU Iat ion. Were
anywhere near this numbr seen at any off-plant feedl ng site?

AD-8 5. Long term (but wlthln a single season) avallablllty of the
s 1te for foragl ng.

x
Many of f-p Iant sites are probbly sfnal I temporary wet lands that

A
0 can only be utl IIzed by Wmdstorks for a short Pried of tlm

before dryl ng UP. The SRP wet lands and creeks, however, retain
a bse f low of water thr~ghout the sunwner mkl ng them a
dependab Ie foragl ng area for the ent I re breed I ng Per I od.

AD-9 6. Fledgl I ng success rate of this colonyl In contrast to
publl shed fledgling rates for Florida populations.

I f the Birdsvl I Ie colony Is able to produce young at a higher
than normal rate then, recogn I z! ng that this is an e“da”gerd
specl es, It should not te dlsturbd--nor shou I d Its food hse
be dl srupted.

Data on f I sh are presented i n Sect Ion 3.6 and A;.eodix C of the
EIS, and ?+11I also be presentd In the blol.ag!.;al assessmnt
subltted to the U.S. Fish and HI Idllfe Servlca.

Ten, 63, <Ind 74 adu It wood storks (a total of 147) were
recorded feedl ng at sites 013, 022, and 024, respect Ively, in
swamps neilr Beaver Dam Creek on Ju Iy 13, 1983. Site 025, 7.5
kllc.!neters west of the Birdsvl I Ie colony, h8d approxlmtely 30
adu I t WOCI storks feeding on J u I y 27, 1983. Therefore, approx-
imately twice as ninny adu It uood storks were recorded foragl ng
at site ~4 at Beaver Oam Creek on the SW than the highest
numbr of adu It wood storks recorded at of f-p Iant foragl ng
sites.

Most non-?,RP foragl ng site were dry short Iy ( 1 to 2 weeks)
after WOOClstorks were Initial Iy observed at these foraging
Sites. Tk,o of n I ne SW forag I ng s 1t= at Beaver Dam Creek were
dry by ml d-August 1983. Seven other SRP foragl ng s I tes were
tawrarl Iy lost when plant Operations @used water depths to
exceed 32 cm.

The mean r,umt!er of young wood storks psr nest I n the 81 rdsvl I Ie
rookery ranged frcin zero I n 1981 to 2.19 I n 1983. In highly
successful years, sud as 1983, the Blrdsvl I Ie rookery has wo-
duc.sd nDrc, -d storks than colonles of a s Iml Iar 5 Ize In
southern Florlda (the -n equals 0.7 young per nest).

lUnknc.un, not Included In the OEIS.



Table M-2. CQE r-ponses to cmnmnts on Draft E I S (cent I nued )

Comment Cmm9nts
numbr

Responses

Ao-lo 1. Pred ( cted future land use patterns and the{ r ef feet on the
non-SRP s I tes.

Most of the non-SRP areas us6d bf the 6( rdsvl I Ie Woodstork
Rwkery prohbly occur on private lands. These sites my be In
danger of convers Ion Into agr I cu I tura I lands over the next
decade or ~. The SRP swamps, on the other hand, are part of
the buff er area around the reactors and shou Id not ta affected
by chang ( ng land use patterns.

Add (t I ona I Questions Generated by Study of the Oraft E I S

AO-1 I 1. Why were no Woodstorks recorded us I ng the Stee I Creek area
after JU I y 12? Had the ca tony d I Spersd or were cc. 1d water
releases (as Mentlond In the Envlronnmntal Assessment as tslng
SOP for the reactor on
the WWdstirk, ~b,e”ce~{ts “Standw” ‘tatus) ra.po”sfble forI f rat sed water IeveIswerecreatd
artlflclalIythissuggestsa strongb~asinthe data Interm
of the actuaI amountof usagethatSteelCreekmighthave
receIvedw(thout the ra I sed water I eve ls. If this (s the case,
why Weren!t the f Iuctuat (ng water levels me”t(on~ (n the OE IS
as a Poss( ble source of bias In the data?

AD-12 2. On page 3-52 of the OEI S It says that the SRP wet lands

C-7 shows heavy usage o~dur(nq J“”. a“d .l.ly. Page
appear tv b ( mwrtant st &eed(n feed I ng habitat. Table

C-37 states that bl rds were nesting (n July of 1980. On what
data was the ,,post breed ( ngw cone Ius (on drawn?

The qpress swamp surrounding the 8frdsvl I Ie rookery Is
pr(vately owned. At present, the ~rgi a Oepartmnt of ~tural
Resources leases the land and patro Is the rockery. The owner-
sh (p and future land use of al I ha bftats “seal by -d stirks of
the Blrdsv( I Ie rookery Is unknown. However, =m habf tats w( I I
probbly be lost due to agr(cu Itural or other land-se prac-
tices. The SW do- provide (solat(on and protection from
dlsturknc~ by the publ Ic.

Aft6r July 12, 1983, It Is hypothesized that wood stirks were
absent fran the Stee 1 &e& de Ita beceuse of h I gh water. O“
Ju Iy 12, 1983, or =On thereafter, the water depth at site 012
In the Steel Creti delta Increasd to 48 centimeters (from 18
cent Imters ) due b reactor aperat Ions and trnt ( ng (K- and
L-Reactors ). Oepths at s(te 012 remafned ktween 44 and 48
cent (meters through Septemkr 1983. Wood storks abandoned
feedl ng s I tffi at Stee I CreX dur I ng psr Iods of h ( gh water.
Our(ng these h(gh-water-level cond(tfons, fish that ware or(g(-
nal Iy concentrate In shal Ion FOOls d(s~rsed fran the Steel
Creek delta. This condltlon fs taken Into cons Ideratlon In
calculating frequencies of foraging (Appendix C, Table C-9).
Thus the data are not biased. Var(atlOns In water levels are
al= discussed (n the FE IS.

The statemnt f n Sect Ion 3.6.1.4 of the Oraf t E IS that whe
Steel Creek de Ita and Beaver Dam Creak appear to represent
(mwrtant feedl ng hab(tat for post-breedf ng wod storks from
the rookery,t 1s I ncorract. The word ,ipost-breed ( ng n has bee”
deleted.

l~mdsto~ks~qu f ~e areas w( th Iowerd water I eve Is. where

the(r prey (f fsh) have been concentrated. By addl ng water to
Steel Creek, the water levels may have been raised to too high
a level for noodstorks to forage successfu I Iy.



Table M-2. DOE responses fu mmnts on Draft El S (continue’.f )

Ccimn.3nt Comments Respons6s
n.mb8r

AD-1 3 3. On page C-37 1t states that a tots 1 of 386 Woodstorks were
seen on SRP wet lands In the .summr of 1983,=t f n Table C-7 a
total of 394 bl rds are I (steal as belna counted on the SRP
swamps In the three week period June i3-July !4. What was the
tots I numkr of Woadstorks seen on SRP 1n the summer of 1983?
Would the numbr of Wwdstorks seen on Steel Creek have %n
h Iaher (f the water ;fi~e~ not teen mnlpu Iated (assuming

AD-14 4. Was the Ion numbar of Wocdstorks seen using the SRP
wetlands dur(ng 1981 and 1982 due to IW numbers of these birds
using the area or was It due to the lack of an Intens Ive da 1Iy
search for Woodstorks.

AD-1 5 5. Is It possible that the observed number of Wtistorks seen
using the SRP swa~s In 1983 IS a mlnlmum number, d- to
varf atfon In the t(ml no of survevs? For Instance. (f a feed lna
site IS surveyed early”ln the nvkn(ng (t may
than a s ml Iar survey mnducted fn the early

Itherm 1s have had a chance to develop.

shcu-fener b(rds -
afternoon--after

lw~~~~k~, I (ke other marlng b( rds, use thermals (CO IU~S Of

heated rfslng a(r) iv make It eas(er to travel long distances.
TherIMls do not no-l Iy develop until m(d tu late mrnlng.

A tots I Ot 478 observat ions of wood storks was recorded on the
SRP from June 21 to Septembr 29, 1983, US I ng ground and aerial
surveys. Th Is total Includes fnd I v(duals that were ot$erved
bfore ancl after f Iedglng. Of th Is total , 66 percent occwred
(n the Bez#ver Dam Creek swamp, 21 percent occurred (n the Steel

Creek de Its, and 13 percent occurred I n Pen Branch and Four
M( Ie Creek swamp areas.

Wood storks were also fo 1 lowed to foragl ng sit- fran the
Blrdsvl I If, rookery. Of the 740 oberved Instances of forag( ng,
64 percand; occurred ( n non-SW areas. Of the 36 percent of the
obser.atl<,ns on the SRP, 22 percent occurred In Beaver Dam
Creek, 11 percent occurred 1n the Steel Creak &lta, and 3
prcent occurred north of Pen Bran& ~e Its.

These datz, ham been included In Appendix C of th(s EIS and
WI I I be II)cluded I n the blo Iog(cal assessment and Consultation
process with the U.S. Fish and Wild life Serv(ce.

A I so see the response to cm fn3nt PD-11 reg%rdl ng the number of
wood stor~.s and water Ieve Is.

k serf al surveys were conducted for ‘auod storks durf ng 1981
and 1982. The I.m numbers of storks Observd might be related
to the survey fnetbds, wh Ich were I Imit& to Tound surveys
(mostly at Steel Creek) at selected areas (n the Savannah River
swamp sys.:m on the SW.

Aerl a 1 sur’veys were conducted for wd storks at SW between
9:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. (one exception was 7:45 a.m. on July
30, 1983, In wh Ich three wood stirks were recorded) untl I the
B(rdsv( I 10 colony d(spersed on August 25, 1983. After the
colony df spersed, aerial surveys of the Savannah River swamp
system wre conducted between 8:30 and 9:30 a.m. (one except Ion
was 6:00 11.m. on Septenber 6, 1983) until September 29, 1983.
The t(m dlstr(butlon of SRP aerial surveys before the
B(rdsvl I 1<, colony dispersed was as fol lows:

~m of survey Percent of surveys

9:01 a,, m. - 12:00 noon 32
12:01 p,,m. - 3:00 p.m. 24
3:01 p,,m. - 6:00 p.m. 40
6:01 P.,111. - 9:00 P.m. 4



Table M-2. DDE responses tu comments on Draft EIS (continued)

ant Comments Responses
number

Attr ( tutes of the El rdsvl I le Waodstork Rookery wh lch mke Its
Individuals inure valuable than a ccfnparable numbr of nest!ng
Wmdstorks from a Florlda mlony:

AD-16 1. The colony plays an Important role [n nmlntalnlng dlversl~
of the speclesl gene pool.

Congress has recogn I zed that preservat Ion of the wor I d‘s
genetic dlvers(ty (s an Imwrtant ~al. Preservation of thy
dlverslty wlth(n a species Is al= recogn(zd as necessary.
The B 1rdsv 1I Ie rookery 1s the northernmost colony of Woodstorks
In the world. It Is a genera I I y acc6pted fact that popu Iat Ions
on the edges of a spec I es t g6cgraph (c range often conta ( n
d I f ferent genes--r at I east d I f ferent gene f req uenc ( es--than
slm( Iar populations In the -nter of thefr range.

AD-17 2. There Is a deflnlte value (n havfng scattered &eedlng
colonies of a rare species fu mln(mfze the Impact of a local
catastrophe (such as a hurrfcane wlplng wt the w(nterlng
Whooping Cranes, or a prolonged drought In Florida d! sruptl ng
breed ( ng of the F Ior I da popu I at Ions of Woodstorks.

The Bfrdsvi I Ie rookery was establ (sh6d (n 1980 and Prhaps as
early as 1977. This colony (s not recognized as a subspacles
of the wd stork. Because wood storks ti not breed “ntl I they
are 4 yenrs old, the adults of th(s colony Wokbly originated
In Florlda. I f th (s popu Iat Ion Is reproduct I vel y segregated
frOm FIorfda mlonles, genetic differences m(ght &Q~ aP-
parent (n the future; however, In 1983 the adult wood storks
from B(rdsvll Ie can k assumed to k ganetlcal Iy s(ml Iar to
storks at the center of their papulatlon in Florida.

The wmd stork colony at Birdsvl I Ie, G60rg(a, (s 167 kf Imters
north of the next actlw stork mlony and 140 kilmters in-
land. Loca I ~tastrophes such as burr I canes, tornado.%, and
Sewra thunderstorm can drntruf nest I Ings and eggs durf ng the
breed I na season. Scattered rather than 10-11 zed &e& 1no
Colon (%- of wood storks w I I I reduce sturk murta I (ty due t:
natural catastrophes.

1The Endanger& Spec( es Act covers protect Ion of subspec I es
and local Popu I at tons.



Table M-2. COE resp.anses to cmmnts on Draft EIS (cent Inued )

C0mm3nt Ccinments Responses
num~r

STATEMENT OF JOHN C. SNEOECKER

LYRIC, I NC.
John C. Snedeker, President

12 WI Iml ngton Is land Road
Savannah GA 3!410

912-891-4764

4 Nc.vemb6r

US Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off ice
WMXA
AI ken, SC 29801

1983

Att: Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Assistant Manager for Hea Ith, Safefi a“d Envlronmnt

Re: Oraft Envlronmenta I Impact Statement
00 E/E IS-01080, dated Septembr 1983
‘tL-Reactor Operat Ion---n

Oear Mr. S I res:

We welcome this opportunity to suhlt commnts on the subject
Draft EIS.

We understand that the pertinent -rents kl ng ~ I Icl ted at
this time pertain tg the environmental consequences of the re-
start of the L-Reactor, and that the need for the re-start has
a I ready been estab I I shed. For the r6cord, however, we fee I
that It Is lm~rtant to stress that the requl renIent to Increase
the output of weapons-grads P Iuton (um and tr!t Ium was I dent 1-
fled in 1980 by the National Security Cwncl I (NSC) In the
conteti of tmdern I zl ng our defense systems; that the Increased
requl rements were def I ned I n the FY 1981-83 Nuclear Weapons
Stockp ( Ie Menvrandum (NWSM) approved by Pres 1dent Carter ! n
October 1980; and re-af f I rmed I n the FY 1983-88 NWSN approved
by Pres I dent Rea~” I n November 1982.

We wish to commnd the Oepart-nt of Energy and al I of the
P% Ie who Contrl buted to the Oraft EIS for a very thorough and
high Iy professional effort. It addresses al I of the environ-
fmntal concerns In depth, and provides a Wry adequate ksls



Table M-2. DOE responses to canments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Comments Responses
numbar

for cone Iud I ng that the re-start of the L-Reactor WI I I not have
an adverse ef feet on the envl ronment byond the parameters
Inherent In the ~eration of the Savannah River Plant as a
who I e.

Whl Ie we understand the desire of the editors of the EIS to
cover al I possible a.ncerns that might te surfacad by peep la
with a Iegltlmte envlronnmntal 1nterest (and that COUI d
1nc Iude the entire POPUIatlon of the ?f fected area), we are
somewhat trwbled bf the inclusion of such detal I about the
plant operation Itself. After al 1, the Savannah River Plant
a maJor defense 1nstal Iatlon, not a research facl I Ity, and
there are mny aspects of Its operation that shou I d k revea I ed
only to those with a ‘need to known. The EIS, In our opln!on,
goes mmewhat teyond that I I ml t.

Is

The radio Ioglca I Impacts, Includl ng assessments of the results
of various accident scenarios, are obviously the prlnclpal con-

~
AE-1 tern of paop Ie I n the affected areas. mile the tits Is The SufmnaT of the E IS has ken revised I n an attempt to

voluminous and reassurl ng, the summrles could have ken pre- provide a tmre readable sumnmtlon for the 1~ readar.

$ sentd 1n a rmre *vup-frontn manner for the lay reader. This Is
an editor I a I rather than a techn I ca I ccinmnt.

The non-radiological Impacts are veq thorough Iy dl scussed, and
are certainly acceptable on a cost/benefit hsls. H.9vl ng ken
trained as an engineer, we are conscious of the d=lrabl I Ify of
conservat Ion of energy, andlor the use of waste energy wherever
POSSI b le. The therm I energy d! scharged frOM the L-Reactor,
and presumably from the other reactors as wel 1, Is tr-ndous.
The thermal ef feet on the Steel Cre& drsl nage bOsin ap~ars to
be the nmJor non-radiological Impact, and one that -nnot b
mltlgated within the time-fram. of the re-start uandate. The
local Ized scope of the Impact is acceptable on a cost/brief It
basis, but It should be possible to develw productive uses for

AE-2 the thenna I energy. Co-generation Is mentioned 1n the E IS as Thermal cogeneratlon as a coollng-ater alternative Is dls-
one way of mltlgatlng the thermal impact In time. We would mssed In Sect Ion 4.4.2. of the DE IS. As dlsmssed In Secflon
urge the DOE to exp lore such ways of us 1ng the thenna I energy 4.4.2, therml ccgeneratlon as a COOII ng-uater mltlgatlon
In an economical Iy efficient M3nner. This suggestion Is ~de a Iternat i w for L-Reactor Is not cons i &red economl cal Iy or
on a long term ksls, and not as a constraint on the approval technically feasible at this tlm8.
of the EIS.



Table M-2. DOE r6sponses b comments on Draft El S (continued )

Comment C.annants
numbr

Respnses

In su~ry, we feel that the envl ronmntal impacts of the re-
start of the L-Reactor haw teen very adequately assessd, and
that the data does not indicate any unacceptable or potential ly
dangerous conditions arlsl ng from Its operation. we sl”cerely
hope that the Draft EIS WI I I k approved expeditiously, and
that the present I ega I and I egls Iat I w constral nts on the
re-start of the L-Reactor WI I I b r~ved In an equa I Iy
expeditious manner.

Very tru Iy yours,

John C. Snedeker

President of LYRIC, I NC., Savannah-basal anagermnt cc.nsu Itants
specl al Izlng In the aerospace, defense, and high technology
Industries.



Table M-2. DJE responses to canmnts on Draft EIS (continued)

@tnent Commnts RSponses
number

STAT~ENT OF J. KELLY NELSON, JR.

J. Kelly Nelson, Jr.
Real Estate Appralsa I Co.
1940 Blossom St.
Columbl a, SC 29205

YW OONtT HAVE TO SE AN .EXPERTn TO PLAY A EAN I ffiFUL ~LE IN
THE E I S PR~ESS. A valuable contrltvJtlon at this point would
be a letter demandl ng that:

1. ~E facilities & rmulred to comply with federal and
state envlronfmntal standards app I I cable to comwrclal reactor
sites;

and
2. Steps b9 taken to avo I d dan!age to the envl ronment

bfore startup.

We urge vw to write sub a letter to DOE. If yw have
questions about the hearl rigs, the draft EIS, or the L-Reactor.
ca I I m at 803-25 S-7298. YO~ I EVOLVEMENT I S IMP~TWT.

I r~uest that:

AF-I 1. DOE facl Iltles b3 requlrd to comply with federal and As stated 1n response to canmnt AA-3, the restart of L-Reactor

state env I ronrnenta I standards app I i Ca b Ie to c.nnmerci a I reactor
sites;

will b In ccinpl lance with all applicable Fderal and state
envlronwntal protection requlre~nts.

and
Further, restart of

L-Reactor wI I I met DOE rad I at Ion protect Ion standards that are
cmparable to those of the Nuc Iear Regu Iatory Canmlsslon (10
CFR 20) for a production facl I Ity ( i.e., 500 Mi I Ilrems to the
whole body In any one calentir year).

The need for specl f [c engl neerd safety featUreS for nuc Iear
reactors varies accordl ng to the des Ign and operating
differences that exl St btween dl f ferent types of reaCtOrS.
Cwnb3rcl a I I I gh t-water nuc Iear reactors that have Contal n~nt
domes, for examp Ie, have coo Iant condlt Ions that are at
h Igh-pressure (over 2000 pounds per square Inch) and at high
temperatures (greater than 500”F). L+eactor, wh I ch IS used to



Table M-2. DOE responses to -rents on Draft EIS (c(,ntinued)

_nt Canwnts Responses
numkr

produce def e!!se nuc I ear inter ( als, 1s of a d ( f ferent des f gn
than canmercl a I I ( ght+ater nuc Iear reectur$; Its coolant
cond It Ions are at considerably reduced pressure (5 pounds p8r
square Inch ) and temperature [212 “F). The dl f fere”ces that
exl st tetwee]l d I f ferent tvpes of reactors Is 11 Iustratd bf the
the Fort Salrlt Vraln gas-con led reactir (n Colorado, wh Ich has
no conta I nmeflt dme ans was I I cens8d bv the NRC.

AF-2 2. Steps be taken to avo I d damage to the env I ronmnt
before startup.

NE W( 1 I tak~, al I r-sonable st~s to mltlgate the (mpacts
frcim L-Reactc,r operat lon wh ( Ie -t I ng ( ts mndate to produce
nuClear mter(als. tipl iance with the appl I cable Federal and
state envlrorltmnta! pr.atectlo” rq.lrennnts WI i I e“sura that
appr~rl ate mltlgatlve act Ions are take”. In addltfon, the
Department O* Energy Is cooperatl ng w(th the F(sh and WI Id Ilfe
Service to dc,velop a Hab(tat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) plan
for the Stee I Creek system wI th the (MP I-ntat ton of the pre-
ferred the-l mftlgatlon systa for L+e.actor. The HEP WI 1 I
Identify the value of habitat to be gained or Imt with fmple-
mntat (on of the preferred L-Reactor coo 11ng-nater al ternat 1ve
for use In assessing further mltlgatlon. If requ(rd, DDE WI I I
implement *(lltlonal m(tlgatlve measur~ that might be (dentl-
f led through the HEP process dependent on ~ngress (onal
author lzatlorj and appropriation.

A 1s0 see the response to cornfmnt AA-3 regard f “g -P 1( a“ce with

aPP I Icable Fi,deral and state envlron,mntal protecf{on
regu Iatlons.

Please tintt du anyth(ng to endanger Ilves or environment!

Don ‘t sacr I f Ice S.C. and GA. for the good. of &hers--Now
about In New England, thq would canplaln too much.

I belleve (n arming the U.S. to keep Russia In Its place, ~t
not at the ~pense of lives, when we can h It correctly. (an
do (t safely)

Should have Invaded after w I I.
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CQfnlmnt Cmnlents Responses
number

STATEMENT W ~S. ELLEN G. S. SPIRES

10-19-83

Mr. Melvln J. Sires, Ill
U.S. Oepatiment of Energy’
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
Post Off Ice %x A
Al ken, South Caro I I na 29801

AT7N: E I S for L-Reactor

Oear Sir:

MY name IS Ellen G. Slice Spires. I I Ive In Swansea, S.C. off
RD 9. I am 22 years old. I have two ch 1 Idren and a wonderful
husknd. At f i rst I wasn!t sure I should even write, thl nklng
I n terms of It hapwnl ng anyway, no nmtter what 1 or anyone

AG-I else does. But then I tkught abut my f I rst husb%nd Jam A.
S1 ice. We were mrrled 3 years. M worked at SRP about 2 of
these years. He started fee I I ng t I red and weak In the last
part of May-1980. 8y June 12th, the tictor to Id me he had
cancer of an unkn-n or!gln. W dl ed Sept. 17, 1980. He had
turned 24 Sept. 12, 1980.

AG-2 Ycu probbly already thl nk you know what I ‘m thlnkl ng and
Youlre right. It rea I I y kthers me that the mL-Reactor Is
901ng to k started up again. n The main reason I am wrltlng
this letter Is to demand that DOE facl Iltles be required to
COMPIY with federal and state environmental standards
applicable to -merclal reactor s!tes;

AG-3 and that stms b3 taken to avol d damae fv the envl ronnmnt
before startup; because what can ycu ;O when i t‘s been done?

~ anyone care?

Jamm A. S1 Ice worked as a carpenter for Du bnt Construct Ion
at SRP frc.m 0ec61TIbar 1971 to February 1979 and fr.an March 1980
to September 1980. He also wrked for another construction
f Irm at SW frcan March 1979 to May 1979. He had no kncun expo-
sure to suspect carcinogenic ag6nts durl ng hls Du hnt service
and had a total m6asured radiation expsure that was less than
natural kckground redlatlon. It has not -n p.xslble to
assign any Inltlatlng cause for hls Wnmr, ht available
evldance mkes [t highly unllkely that It was work-related.

SW the responses to can~nts AA-3 and AF-1 regardl ng
OOEIS cmmltn”t tO c,anp Iy with appl [cable Federal and state
r6gu Iat Ions and the dl f ferences ktween SRP reactors and
cotnmrcl a I I I ght-water reactors.

See the responses to cmments AA-3 and AF-2 regard I ng DOE 1s
comml tfmnt to canply with appl I cable Federal and state
regu Iatlons and to take al I rea~nable steps to ml tigate
impacts.

Mrs. El Ien G. S. Spires
Rt. 2, 80X 83-AA
Swansea, SC 29160
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STAT~ENT W MARY LIRA ND WITOLD KOSICKI

Mr. Melvln J. Sires, Ill U.S. DOE
Savannah River Opar. Office
AI ken, SC 29801

Oear Sir,

Un I ess you can gl ve su bstant I w reasons to the contrary we
dmnd that:

AH-1 1. ME facl Iltles be r~ulred to comply with Federal and See the responses ta canments AA-3 and AF-I regardl ng DOE1s
State envlrontmntal standards app I I cable to cm fmrclal reactor
Sites.

canmltmnt to COMFIIy with app I I cable Federal and state
env I ronwnt a I regu I at Ions and the d 1f ferences tstween SWP
reactors a“d Cmmrcl a I I I ght-nater reactors.

AH-2 2. Steps be taken to avoid dan!ap to the onvlronmnt See the res aonses to cannents AA-3 and AF-2 reyrdl ng ~Efs

y
- startup of the facl I I ties. Canmltntant to cc.nply with vpl I cable Federal and state

u Thank you for your attention, and hopef u I Iy your cooperation.
envlronmnt~l regu Iatlons and to take al I reasonable stsps to

0
ml t I gate Iml>acts.

Mary Lira and Wltold Koslckl
109 Llgustrum Lane
tilumbla. SC 29209
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STATEMENT W ~S. JEAN WY

935 Law Lane
Mt. Pleasant, SC 29464
Otto &r 21, 1983

Mr. Melvin J. Sires Ill
Assistant Mg~. for Hea Ith, Safety 6 Environment
U.S. Department of Energy
P. O. ~x A
Al ken, %uth Carol 1na 29801

Re: El S for L-Reactor

Oear Sir:

~ I am dl stressed to hear the Wsslble start-up of the Savannah
River Reactor In a nmnner that may be harmful to ~ny.. . me

w Al-1 included. It Is my feellng that not only will Its operation be
a VIO Iatlon of s- South Caro I I na Laws; in.Jt the Federa I
Oovernmnt appears to agree ti a hannf u I operat Ion THAT ~ULD
6S AVOI DEO.

Al-2 As I understand It, there wou Id k a direct dl schar~ of akut
176,000 gal Ions PER Ml NUTE of seal dl ng water; that perhaps
involved would k flushlng of R~l OACTIVE Ceslum Into the
Savannah River.

AI-3 Please remember that the Savannah River Is a source of drinking
water for about 70,000 South Caro I lnlans and Gwrglans down
stream. TOXIC ~EMICAL LEAKAGE WI I I b I ~REASEO in a
freshwater that is source for much of the Southeast.

A14 P lease rmmhr we th I nk some of the Impacts ARE AVO10ABLE ! We
do not think the hea Ith of many residents shou Id b sacrl f ic6d
for Business...maybe man LARGER ~OFITS If safety steps are
by-passed.

See the responses to cannmnts AA- I and AA-3 r~ard I ng coo I I ng-
water mit Igat Ion a Iternat Ives and OOEts cmml tnwnt to camp ly
with app I lcable Federal and state envl ronmental protect Ion
regu Iatlons.

See the responses to c.mIrmnts AA-1 and AA-2 regardl ng coo I I “g-
water Mitlgatl On alternatives and the relatlonsh 1P of radlo-
ces Ium and radlocob It concentrations to EPA drl nkl rig-water
standards,

As noted in Sections 4.1.1.5 , 4.1.2.4, 5.1.1.2, and 5.2.6 of
the EIS, the operat Ion of L-Reactor w I I I have I Itt Ie Impact on
the aua I Ity (chemical and radio Ioglca I constltue”ts) of Sava”-
nah R I Wr water. Nonradloatil w dl s~arges wI I I fnset the re-
qul rements on an NPLIES permit Issued by the State of Swth
Carolina; radloadive discharges wII I meet applicable radlatlo”
protection standards.

NE ful Iy agrees that the health of res I dents shou Id not te
sacrl f iced. OOEVS hea Ith standards are consl stent with
Industry requl rements (see also the response to commnt AA-3).
The hea Ith and safety of mployees and res 16a”ts are and have
al ways ken a primary cons Ideratlon In cQeratlng the Savannah
River Plant.
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The Department of
and E. 1. du Pent
DOE WI thout fee.

Energy ls an agency of the U.S. Governnmnt
de Nemours and Company operates the SRP for

P lease cons I der these cannants and AVOID steps that nmy b
detr I rmnta I to the hea Ith of ninny.

S I ncerel y yours.

Mrs. Jean D. May
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STATMNT Cf ~RT H. ~lGGERS

Under the Sun, Inc.
P. O. %x 4486

Greanv ( I I e, SC 29608
803/232-6715

Oct.22, 1983

Mr. Melvfn J. Sires, III
U.S. Departmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P.o. &x A
Alken, % 29801

Oear Mr. S I res:

I W( I I not b able to attend any of the publlc hear(ngs that
have twn schedul~ on the startup of the L4eactor, but I dfd
want to express my concerns about the ef feet that It nmy have
on the surround I ng envl ronment.

AJ-1 It IS nrf understand ng that the L*eactor W( I I Increase the
Io.ad on ~lstlng seepage tnsfns bf about 33$. These hslns are
currently Ieakfng toxic chemfca Is Into the Tuscaloosa water
aquifer and (t seems very short-sighted to compound the
exist I ng prob ten rather than work! ng to mrrect ft.

The E IS prov(des eflenslw discussions of the ground~ater
regime at SRP (Sect (on 3.4.2 and Appendix F) and of the poten-
t (al Impacts tv ground waters fran the op6rat (on of L-Reacmr
and its Support facl Iltles 1“ Chapters 4 and 5. Th(s ffnal EIs
has kn mudI f t ~ to ref I ect the current wastewater d I s~arges
to seepage/settl I ng ks(ns and to nure clearly def I me the ln-
Crenmnta I lmpad of the L-Reactor r8start on gro””dwat.ar. The
I ncrmnta I Increase--,133 percentm--i n d I scharges to seepage
basins does not (n and of Itself reflect a subtant(al (mpact
to groundwater.

In ~rly 1983, OOE announced the &tect Ion of ch Iorlnated
hydrocarbons (27 m!crograrns per Ilter) in two wel Is In the
A-Area, h Ich produce fraw the Tusca I ma Format 10”. Subse-
qwnt 1nvest Igat Ions of this reported mntamlnat (on (Garaghfy &
and Ml I Ier, 1983) have cuncl”ded that this wntami “a+fo” of the
Tuscaloosa FornEt Ion dld not r-u It frm the vert(cal mlgrat Ion
of d Ior I nated hydr~rbns through the c lay Un f ts that over I ,e
the Tu sca Ioosa. Invest lgatlons have @nc Iuded that the
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ch Iorlnated llydroar Luns enterd these wel Is t-f mlgrat (on frm
shal low grou$ldwater through defects (n the cemnt grout of at
least one pr<>duct Ion wel I and duwn the uel I to the Tuscalmsa
Formt Ion.

The chlorlntited hydrocarbons are prlmrlly confined to the
Tert ( ary sed 1w“ts above the hse of the Congaree Formt (on.
Remdlal act Ions to prevant the ml~at (on of these contaminants
Into defect 1.e wal I casings WI I I conf Ine the contaminants to
the Tertiary groundwater system Recent analySIS of SaMpl.3S of
product ion a,ld non Itorlng wel Is have not detected ch Iorlnated
hydrocarbons 1n the Tusca Ioosa Format Ion above the I I ml t of
detect Ion ( 1 ppb). The absence of the detect Ion of the ch lorl -
natd hydroaartons In the Tuscaloosa Fornmtlon evidences the
effectiveness of the conf In(ng c lay un Its that overl Ie the
Tu sca I oosa F,>rrnat Ion.

The (ncrmnfal Increase In dl scharge to the M-Area sett I lng
bas I n fran tne restart of LXeactor Is not expected to further
contaml nate the Tusca I oosa Formt (on. Groundwater prOteCt (On
measures at the M- and A-Areas W( I I Consl St of a ralal
action pro~.~ to renwve contaminants (n the Tertlaw Tound-
water, and the phaseout of the M-Area settl (ng bs(n by Aprl I
1985. The L.Reactor 1ncremnta I dl scharges to the M-Area
settl Ing bs In are not hazardous except for Icn PH. The ln-
crmntal dtscharg= to the settl~ng hsln unt( I Apr( I 1985
are apected fu cause only a minor and Iocal(zed increase fn
the concentrate Ions of contaminants that are enter I ng the
Terf I ary grcmlnd water systm. WI th the (mp Ien!antat (on of the
rewdl al action program, consist I ng of r6covery wel Is and an
alr stripper, this lncr-ntal (ncrease WI I I Lm Intercepted and
remv6d.

The restart ,Of L-Reactor would also resu It In radloacf fve dis-
charges to tae L-Area seepage tas ( n that are not hazardous, and
Incr-ntal l-ad foacflw d( scharges to the exlstf ng Separat Ions
Area (F- and H-Areas ) seepage tas ! ns. The present discharges
to the F- and H-Area seepa~ bas( ns are non-hazardcus exc6pt
for frequent perfods of Ion pH and Infrequent discharges of
hazardous Iewels of Mrc”ry to the H-Area seepage tasl ns. I n
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addltlon, recent discharges to the H-area se@age teslffi have
contained hazardcus levels of chromium; howewr, these hazard-
ous levels of chromium were prlmarl IY associated with the
Wocess I w of red loacf ( w waste 1n H-Area waste tanks and the
processing of of fslte fuel elements. The I ncr-nta I ( ncrease
to the F- and H-Area seepag3 ks I ns due to L-Reactor operat Ion
IS not Wpected to k hazardous except for low PH and
occas (ona I d I scharges of mrcury to the H-Area seepage ks I ns
that WI I I te less than 8.0 kl Iograms Per year.

AJ-2 , lm ~,= “eW d(~t”rb~ that the 00E would choose to (g”ore and

violate state water qual (ty regu Iatlons bf discharging water In
excess of the a I I owed temperature.

AJ-3 This seeml ng d!sregard for the qua I Ih Of the envfrOn~n* that
we al I share Is one wh lch I can’t umders*and or acceP+. we al I
have a respons I bl I IN to pass on to our ch I ldren a safe and
healthy place tu Ifve. I urge you to use your position of
reswnsf b( I ity to work for the lmprovemant of envfronmmtal
quallty Instead of contributing to Its dacl(ne.

The discharges to the L-, F-, and H-Area se6Pa9e b51nS are not
expectd to Impact the Conyree and Tusca10-a ~Oundwaters.
The Ween clay and the th Ick low ~rmeabl I (w clay un (ts at the
bse of the Congaree and upper El Ienton For fnatlon WI I I act as
effective brrlers to the downward mlgratlon of contaminants.
Akve the Con~roe Format fon, contaml nants w I I I ml Tate frm
the se-age b3sln to ons Ite stream. 00E plans to r~uest~
fiscal year 1986 Cangresstonal funding for an efflwnt
treatmnt f acl 11 ty to process the Wasteater d I scharge to the
F- and H-Area seepaga b3sf ns.

This final EIS contains a nw Sect Ion 6.!.6 which dlsasses the
draft ‘SRP Groundwater Protect Ion Implewntatlon Plan. nt This
p Ian was recent Iy developed to examine strategies and schedu Ies
for slt-lde mltfgat lve act Ions rqul red to protect the ground-
waters bneath the SRP. Th(s p Ian has ken rev~eued bf EPA and
the State of South Carol lna and IS current Iy b91ng revf seal.
The final plan WI I I b the subJect of a separate NEPA rev~-.

see the responses to commnts AA- I and AB-13 re~rdlng
cool lng-uater m(t(gatlon alternatives.

The SRP IS not on Iy a sfte for the produti (on of defense nu-
clear mter(als, ht It IS also a National Env(ronwntal Re-
search Park prov(dl ng a sign 1f [cant area of protection frcim
uncontrol led (nf Iuence. A forest nwnagement program was bagun
In 1952 that consisted of plantlng old f(elds with Ioblol Iy,
slash a“d long leaf PI nes. BY 1978, nwre than 100,000,000
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trees had k,an planted. The deer POPUIat Ion on the SRP IS one
of the Iargw,t In the S theast due to the orote Ion a rtid

‘“w~
pe~t

m~r::”+a?.:;r:’:? z

Your &clslon In this rotter w(I I affect mny people for
generat Ions to cm. I hope YUI WI I I thl nk abaut then and have
the a.urage to speak for the~ r rl ght b a hea I thy env I ronment. .

Sincerely,

Robsrt H. Dr(ggers
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STATEMENT W FR~ M. REESE, JR.

October21, 1983

Mr. Melvin Sires, Ill
U.S. Oept. of Energy
Savannah RI ver Operat Ions Off 1ce
P.o. BOX A
Aiken, SC 29601

Oear Mr. S I res:

AK-1 As a Muth Carol In Ian, a patrlotlc Anmrlcan, a wncern8d world
citizen, I write to express anger, hurt and dl =PPOI ntment for
the ca I I ous NW our envl ronnnnt Safew Is bel ng comprofnl sed bf
the startup procedures ~esently underway for the SRP
L-Reactor.

AK-2 It sems incredible tu m that DOE PDIIC16S are permitted to
bY-PaSS state and federal standards deslgnd to represent
publlc interest. It scares mn to reallze that ‘production
schedule demandsm can ovwrlde concluslva evidence of need for
further careful study of the envlromntal Impact of L-Reactor
start-up.

AK-3 It Is a sad commentary on the denvcratlc process when
Iegltlmate publlc concern and well docu~nted violations of
publlc pollcy can ta put aside by OOE Plltlcal imperatives.

You are our best hope for rqulrlng Iegitlmte r6cognltion of
persistent concerns fran ar- residents and all who care about
a viable, safe and environmentally productive cmmunlty.

OOE has mnsidered envlronmntal safe~ efienslvely In
L-Re8ctor r~tart prqaratlons. Approxl matel y 60 percent of
the $204 ml I I Ion spent on L-Reactor renovat Ion went to Improve
sate~ and envl romntai controls. Also, abcut $5 ml IIlon has
b3en spent to date on envlronmntal analyses of the Impad of
the restart. Also see the r~ponse to Canfmnt AA-3 regardl ng
mE IS cmmlt~nt to cc.nply with app I I cable Fetiral and State
envlro-ntal protection r~ulatlons.

See the responses to canrnents AA- I and AA-3 regard I ng Issuance
of an ~ES permit for thermal dl scharge and OOEIS canmitmnt
to canp Iy with appl I cable Federal and state regu Iatlons.

ME Is fol lowing al I provisions of the NEPA process.

Please Insist on consl stent uni form standards for al I agencies
involved. For the sake of a I I of us.
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Sincerely,

Fred M. Reese, Jr.
1732 Crestuocd
Columb!a, SC
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STATEMENT OF M7S. R. W. wISNANT

Dctober 21, 1983

Dear Mr. Sires,

I am against the proposed resumption of operations of the
L-Reactor at the Savannah River Plant. This muld k very
harmful to our environment.

AL-1 DOE faclllti - need to b required to comply with federal and
state environmental standards that apply to cmfmrclal reactor
s i tes.

AL-2 Steps must k taken to avoid damge to our environment bfore
startup.

See the responses to canm9nts AA-3 and AF-I reqrdlng MEWS
canmltint to canply with applicable Federal and state
envlronwntal regulations and the differences btween St7P
reactors and can~rclal light-water reactors.

See the responses to conmnts AA-3 and AF-2 regarding DOEIS
canmltmnt to comply with applicable Federal and state
envlronmntal regulations and to take al 1 reasonable S?*S to
mlt I gate Impacts.

Sincerely,

Mrs. R. W. ~ 1Snant
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STATENENT ~ KS. ZELDA NOLANO

Mr. Melvln J. Sfres Ill

Oear S(rs:

AN-1 I understand that Environmental experts (n Various fields of
S.C. and other f (e Ids are nm In the proc=s of reviewing
drafts of E. 1.S. Wpeful Iy they WI I I assess alternatives and
suggest the -t desirable without regard to al leg6d Product Ion
Schdu I lng Oemands.

AM-2 [f WE tintt Ins (st that D.O. E. take these and al I mments Into
account, I f our experts reconumndat Ions rerna ( n unread and
undefended (n the append(x of the E. 1. S., the progress wetve
made In fore I ng the Federa I Gover”w”t to take o“r I nter~ts

y and health and thoughts Into ac-nt and Iu obey their own laws
and ~wlli be called ln~o question. I have wo~~t~

z env ( ronnmnta 11st Energy Research Foundation and ~tten severs I
hundred nau a“d thel r comments and letters *.

Am-3
I th!nk

every person shou Id k v(tal ly Interested (n this Issue. , *m

68 years old and have a dlff(cult tlrm breathtng all the fumes
and sings and etc. now.

I feel that If we dontt wake up and try to do swthl ng about
al 1 this Impact on our a(r and land and waters and vegetation
we w( II all be wiped off the face of the Earth ~ our wn ln-
d( f ference and won$t have tv wait on the CaanNn lsts b do It.
I for one would I {ke to see peap Ie nvre concerned about any-

AM-4 th (ng that harms Gods great world He Irons us ta use. I do
hope ycu w 111 consider al I the thl ngs that were dlscussd and
brought b the pub I (c 1s attent (on. Our fresh water sources are
being PO I Iuted every day by p Iants and other f ndustrles a“d
getting away with It. mat @od IS a stiff fine (f 10 years

AM-5 later we St ( I I have the pa I Iutant I n our water and food? Much
of this Impact Is avo!dable and we bl (eve they should be
avo ( ded. Thank you for your atte”t Ion.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Zelda Noland

The E I S descr I bs two sets of al tern at Ives--product ion al terna-
tlves (n Chapter 2 and mltl~t(on alternatives (n Sectfon 4.4.
The Record of Dec(slon on this final EIS wI II blance the pos-
s(ble ~lns fran these alternat Ives agal nst the losses that
they enta(l In ~laylng or ellm(natlng the pluton[um productfo”
cat led for In the Nuclear Weapons Stockp( Ie t4emranh sfgned by
Presidents Carter and Reagan.

The E IS and NEPA proc6ss are designed to ensure that al I
(nterastd c(tlzens an have f nput Into the declslon process.

Est (mates of atmspherlc releases f ra L-Re=tor and Its
~~~; facll(tl~ are given (n Sections 4.1.1.6, 4.1.2.1, and

. . . . These releases result In ambient alr cancentratlons
that fal I within al I applicable state and Federal guidelines.

See the response to cannmnt M-2 regard ( ng the E I S and NEPA
process.

Unawldable a“d {rreverslble Impacts for the reference case and
preferred al ternatlve are considered In Chapter 8 of this EIS.
Al- sw the responses Iv c~nts AA-3 and AF-2 regarding
~E !s canml t,n8nt to c.anp Iy wIth app I I cab Ie Federal and state
regu Iat(o”s ,,nd to take al I rea~nable St-s tu ndt(wte
(mpacts.
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STATEMENT

Mr. M. J. Sires, I I 1:

W CATHERINE C. 94~SWW

I strongly oppose the proposed resumption of L+eactor -Mnt noted.
operation at the Savannah River Plant In Alken, S.C. Please
lnclu- my posltlon In the response to the Draft EIS.

Slnc6rely,

Catherine C. Bradshaw
206 Hurt St NE
Atlanta, GA 30307
(404) 524-4190
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STAT~ENT OF WRY ~MA GLEFFE

Columbia, S.C.
828 Byron Road
Oct. 26, 1983

Mr. Melvin J. Sires Ill
U.S. Oepartmnt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
Post Office Box A

Afken, South Carollna 29801

Oear Sirs:

29209

AC- 1 I am concerned abwt the Savannah River Plant reopening and Llquld nonrallioactlve releases from SRP operations are governed
pouring all that contaminated water In the streams. Please by a Natlo”al Poll.tlon Ols*arge Elimination Systm (WDES).
take some kind of measures to keep ar water supply free of

y
permit. This Prmlt Iimlts the nonradioactive releases to

chemicals that Is harmful to the fish and wlldllfe and us hum”
m

limits established bf the EPA and State of South Carolina to
bel rigs. protect the health and safe~ of the surrounding population.

N Wastewater discharges fram the proposed L-Reactor restart are
Please take fmasures to protect us. discussed in Sectioffi 4.1.1.5 and 5.1.1.2 of the EIS.

Radloactlve Ilquld releases are ~verned by 00E radlatlon pro-
tection stantlards (OCE Order 5480.1 A, Chapter 11) that are can-
parable to ttose of the Nuclear Regulatory Cunlsslon (10 CFR
20) for a prc,ductlon faclllty (I. e., 500 mllllrem to the whole
body In any <,ne calendar year). Sectlom 4.1.2, 5.1.2, and
5.2.6 of the EIS discuss Ilquld radioactive releases.

Also see the r=ponse to cmmnt AA-3 regarding OOEIS cmmit-
ment to canply with applicable federal and state envlronmntal
regulations.

Sincerely,

Mary Emma Gleffe
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STAT~ENT OF JANET T. ORSELLI

Radlatlon Awareness
~X 81
Fol Iy Beach, SC 29439
Octokr 21, 1983

Mr. M. J. Sires, Ill
Ass I stant Manager for Hea It h

Safeti and Envl ron~nt
U.S. Oepartm.snt of Energy
Savannah River Operations Off Ice
P. o. so% A
Al ken, South Carol I na 29801

Dear Mr. Sires:

QMNENTS W THE L-REACT~
0RAF7 ENV I RONWNTAL IMPACT STATEf.fENT

AP- 1 Our organ Izat Ion, Radlat Ion Awareness, IS very concerned akut
the numrous anlsslons, conflicting information and serious
defects In the Oraft Envlronm6nta I Impact Statewnt (OE IS).
Fran the wtset, It is unclear to us why the NUS corporation
was chosen to prepare the OEIS, when their Inltlal Finding of
No S1gnl f I cant Impact was denounced as tifect Ive and
unreasonable by a U.S. Dlstrlct Court Judge.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

AP-2 Dur Ing the SCOPI ng process, numerous I ndl vldua Is and state and
federa I agencies requested that the OEI S provide Information
regardl ng the routine and accl dental releases of radioactl VI ty
over the 25-30 year cperatlon of the Savannah River P Iant.
This In formtlon Is not provided nor even addressed In the
OEIS. As we stated In cur SCOPI ng letter, ‘twlthout th Is VI tal
In formtlon, It would b impossible to seriously evaluate the
total, cumu Iative health effects of the L-Reactor r-tartc!
(K-97). This data must be mde aval Iable In the Final EIS.

See the response to cmment AB-20 regardl ng the opln Ion of the
United States Olstrlct Court and the preparation of the Flndlnq
of h Slgni f I cant Impact.

The purpose of the EIS 1s to eva Iuate the environ enIOntal cOn-
sequences of the proposed restart of L-Reactor. Routine and
acci dental releases of radloatil VI ty fram past oF9rat Ions at
SW are covered i n the ref arences I I steal i n ChaDters 4 and 5.
I n part i cu Iar, Append I x A of Env I ronmenta I I mpait Statement,
Waste Management Operations, ~avannah River Plant (ERDA-1537)
contains ta~latlons of radlonuclld e releases frm the startup
of the SW through 1975. Annual releases since 1975 have hen
published In a series of publicly aval Iable annual rewrts
entitled Env!ronmanta I Monitoring in the Vlclnlty of the
Savannah River P I ant.



Table M-2. CX)E responses tu comments on Draft EIS (c>nt(nued )

tifmnent Coniments Responses
number

THERMAL DISCHARGE

AP-3 The DEIS *S plan to dfscharge 176,000 gal Ions Pr minute of
sea I d I ng water Into Stee I Creek, fs tots I I y unacceptab Ie, and
(s a direct vlolatlon of state water qual Ity standards. It

aPP’aars that the DOE continues tu assume (t can exempt (tself
from the water qual Ity regulations that it expects private
Industry to meet. DOE fac(llt(es must be requlr~ to canply
with federal and state environmental standards, and therefore
the Flna I E IS nust provide a caprehenslve study of viable,
legal alternat (ves fu the plan proposed I n the DE IS.

ECOLOGY

AP-4 The OEISIS plan to destroy 1000 acres of valuable wetlands and
turn Steel Creek stream Into a non 11fe-producing mudf Iat Is
also an unacceptable Sol”tlon. The OE IS tal Is b Wdress hw
the 00S plans to m(tlgate the fatal effects wh lch the extremely
h(gh thermal temperatures WI I I have on the mJor(ty of extstlng
fern’6 of squat (c a“d other endangered species. The 0S IS states
that forms of auat(c Ilfe such as snakes, turtles, fish
larvae, w 1I I be destroyed and the endangered Amer (can al I 1-
gatorts habitat WI I I be el lmfnated.

See the resp>nses to canmnts AA-1 and AA-3 regard I ng ( ssuance
of an WKS psrmlt for thermal d! stiarge and 00E,s canmftm”t
to canp Iy WI th appl fcabie federal and state r6gulatfons, a“d
the res~nse to cannmnt AB-! 3 regard I ng 1n formt (on on coo I I ng-
water alternatives conta(ned In the E IS.

The mlt(gat(,>n of thermal Impacts to aquatic and endangered
specfes could k attained through the fmp l~ntat Ion of a lter-
nat(ve coolf?g systems, which are described In Sect Ion 4.4.2
and Appandlx I of the E IS. A 1= see the response to canmnt
M-1 regardotg cool lng-water alternatives.

The Nat(onal Marine Ffsherles Service has concurred (n OOEis
determf nat IOI! that the restati of L-Reactur operat Ion w i I I not
j60pardlze the pop.latlon of the shortnose sturgeon In the
Savannah Rfw]r. On February 25, 1983, the FWS (ssued a B(o-
loglcal Optnlon on the Afn8r(can al Ifgator (Al Ilaqtor
mlsslssfppfens(s), wh fch stated that the operat (on of L-Reactor
as proposed ~ect discharge, of COOI( ng water) wou Id not
Jeopard I ze tlie cent f nued exl stence of th !s spec (es. S 1nce the
I SSU.9nce of Fh (s OPI n (on, the Oepartmnt of Energy has I dent I -
f (ed the dls,~arga of coo I ( ng water to a 1000-acre CCOI I ng lake
as (ts pref e!-red - I ! rig-water system for L-Reactor. An up-
dated biological assessmnt that Inc Iudes the OeWrtnnntls pre-
f erred coo I I !lg-vater system was transml tted to the FwS at the
end of Mrch 1984. Current Iy, the Oe@rttnent (s awaltl ng the
rev I w of th Is updated assessment bf the FWS. The Departmnt
ant (clpates ,;hat the FwS revl W WI I I not a Iter the prior opln-
(on that the operat Ion of L-Reactor NC.UI d not Jeopard lze the
Contfnued exfstence of this specfes. Also, see the response to
comment PD-3 regard I ng the wood stork.
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COnmwni Cmmnts Ros ponses
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W-5

AP-6

AP-8

In addlt(on, the DE I S c-nts that the Increase In water
temperature cou Id prec I p I tate the onset of red sore, a
b-ter(um-caused d! sease that wou Id have Serious detrlfnental
effects on the already endangered Anrlcan al I (~tor. And the
DEISts plan for a winter startup would be fatal to adult
a I I I gators that Overwl nter I n sha I 1- water areas. The DE I S
doesntt explaln what mfttgatlon masures it plans to lnstlgate
to protect th Is spec I es.

The Final EIS nust mke th(s information OVal Iable and provide
Information regardl ng the Blo Iaglcal Op( n(ons obtalnd fra the
U.S. Fish and W(ldllfe Service.

GROUNOWATER CONTANI NAT 10N

The DE IS fa( Is to address or explaln the causes for the serious
contami nation of the Tuscaloosa qul fer, and how the wastes
w 1I I b3 hand led In the future tv prevent further
contam(natfon. Since the L*eactor startup WI I 1 Increase by 33
percent the load on seepa~ tOs I ns wh ( ch are currently Ieakl ng
toxic chemicals Into the WUI fer, the question of how this
problem WI I 1 te corrected IS a very crucial one. The OEI S
tel Is us that tha mltlgatlon of this mntamlnat(on wII I te the
subJect of a separate NEPA rev I ew. Our orwnlzatfon feels that
this Issue not @ df sm(ssed unt ( 1 a later date, but mst k
addressed {n the Final E IS.

THE NEEO FOR TNE L-REACTOR

The DEIS miserably fat Is to comply w{th the requlrefmnts of the
Nat(onal Environmental Pol (CY Act (n this area. The OEIS fa ( Is
to adequately addr=s a Iternat f ves to the L-Reactor restart a“d
falls tu expla(n why the restart Is crucial at thfs tlm.

CONCLUS10N

P lease send cap I ~ of our mmments to the preparers of the
OE IS, whose names are I (steal on pages LP-2 through LP-14 In
Volufm 2.

Red sore d( sease 1s caused N the hcterlum Aeronwnas
h dro hl I la a ubiquitous organism (n surface waters fn the
_A”y ,n.reased (nc(den.e of red sore disease (s
Imre 1 Ikely to b3 a resu It of stress on the host or~n(s,n
rather than changes fn the bcterlum. At l(gators are expeti~
to av.afd the heated effluent ~ mvi ng to peripheral unaffected
wet land areas.

Sect Ion 7.3 of this f lnal E IS presents the current status of
OOEIS co”sultatlons with the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Service and
the ktl.anal Narlne Flsherfes Service.

See the response to canmnt AJ-1 re~rdl ng seepa~ ks( ns and
ground-water wntaml nat lon at SRP.

See the response to cantmnt AB-2 re@rdl ng the dl smss (on of
nod and production alternatives in the EIS.
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COmnmnt Canments Responses
numkr

4P-9 On behalf of Rad (at(on Awareness, I request that a d(scusslon DOE conduct~ a 45-day publ Ic conInIent period and held four
Meetl ng be arranged as soon as pc5slble between consu Itants publ (c hear f ngs to recel w Cmmnts on the Oraft E IS. Repre-
wlth NUS Corporation, State/Fderal off Iclals and rWresenta- sentat(ves of DOE were aval I able at the publ (c hearings to
t Iv= of cm~ntlng organ Izatlons, includl ng Radlatlon Aware- dlscuss any quest ~ons fol Iowlng the hearing session.
ness. The purpose of th Is tmetf ng would b to discuss the
failures of the OEIS, which if repeated (n the Final EIS would
prevent the document from Cnmplylng w(th the National
Envlronmntal Pol ICY Act.

Sfncerely,

Janet T. Orsel I (
Research Consultant
Rad (at fon Awareness
%X 81
Fol Iy Beach, SC 29439
Tel . 803-588-2322
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STATEMENT ~ WRY G. DABBS

October 25, 1983

Dear Mr. Sires,

I oppose strong Iy the resumpt Ion of the L-Reactor operat Ion at Comnmnt noted.
the Savannah River Plant In Alken.

Please Include nry position In your response to the declslon.

Thank you,

Mary G. Dabbs
8S4 Barton Weds Rd, N.E.
At Ianta, GA 30307
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STATSMENT W S-RRY W. CLEME~S

Oaar Mr. Aiken,

I WPOse strong I Y the resumpt Ion of the L-Reactor operat Ion at btrent not<~d.
the Savannah River Plant In Alkenl

Please Include ~ posltlon In your resPnse ti the ~clslon.

Yours tru Iy,

Oct. 25, 1983 Sherry W. Clements



Table M-2. DOE responses fu comments on Draft E I S (cent ( wed )

CunmOnt Cummnts Responses
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LETTER Cf ~ES H. EVERETT mD WARLES H. EVERETT

Mrs. Char Ies Hen~ EWrett
421 I Devine Street

Columb[a, South Carol Ina 29205

Octotwr 25, 1983

M& y[vln J. Sires, Ill
. .

Dmr Mr. S I res,

AS-1 My husbnd and I strongly urge--etd I Ike to demand--that DOE See the respons= fu c-nts AA-3 and AF-1 regarding CQEIS
fac( lltlEs te required to aply with Federal and state c.ammltnmnt to comply with *PI (cable Federal and state envlron-
envlronmental standards appl Icable W cmrctal reactor sites. tmnta I regu Iat (ens and the d ( f ferenc~ htwean SRP r-ctors and

and canunercf al I ( ght-water reactors.

AS-2 That steps k taken tu avo 1d damage to the env ! ronmnt tefore SW the responses fu aments AA-3 and AF-2 regard I ng DOE1s
start up. Canmltfnent Su canDlv with aDo I I cable Febral and state e.n.lro.-

rnenta I regu Iat tons
Impacts.

AS-3 We do not want tv see Imre POI I ut Ion and Crest Ion of wastelands Can~nts noted.
fn cur wetlands.

and to t’ake al I rea~nable Sttis to mltlgate

Sincerely,

Agnes H. Everett
Char I es H. Everett
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STATEMENT ~ ROBERT J. WRStL4LL

LUTHER~ THEOLW I CAL SOUTHERN SEMI NARY
4201 Wrth

Co Iumbla, South

Octokr 27, 1983

Mr. Melvin J. Sires. Ill
U.S. Oeparttint of knergy
Savannah RI ver Operations Off ice
Post Off Ice %x A
Alken, South Carolina 29801

Main Street
Caro I I na 29203

Att n: E IS for L-Reactor

I Contl nue to be concern~ about the way the p lann6d start-up
of the L+eactor at the Savannah River P Iant Is blng mnaged.

AT-1 The mst recent In formtlon I ndlcates that hundreds of thou-
sands of gal Ions of sca I ding water WI I I be discharged Into
Steel Cr6ek In violation of state regulations.

AT-2 A 33S i ncrease I n load WI I I occur for seepage bsl ns that are
alreadv Ieaklna toxic chemicals Into the Tuscaloosa mulfer.
These and othe; facts represent sign I f I cant Impacts tilch need
to & avol ded.

AT-3 I am convl need that the Oepartfmnt of Energy has not cons i derad
adequately al I of the options to Its present plans. The De-
partment mst take publ Ic, written and detai led notice of the
assessfmnt nm blng mde of the Envl ronwntal Impact Statant
by many experts.

See the resp>nses to canmnts AA-I and AA-3 regardl ng awl I ng-
water alternzltlves and OQE!S canmltfrant to comply with appli-
cable F6deral and stnte rqu Iatlons, and the response to cm
ment AB-13 r$~gardl ng 1nforrnatlon on coo I I rig-water a Iternat Ives
contained in the EIS.

See the resv>nse to can~nt AJ-1 regardl ng seepage basins and
ground-water cnntaml”atlo” at Sw.

00E began prlapar I ng the L-Reactor E I S bsed on Canmnts
received on :ln Envl ron~ntal Assessmnt (OQE/EA-0195), amnts
from the pub I Ic hearl “g c.a”d”cted by the Senate Armed Services
Canml ttee on February 9, 1983 (Senate Hearing 98-18), and from
the 90-day p(!b I Ic revl w period on the hearing record of the
Senate Arn!ad Serv I ces Canml ttee hear I ng (~ E/SR-OE-5007). The
final scope <>f the Els Is tased o“ the subtantlve cmme”ts
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received during the scopl ng period, Includl ng thse received at
four SCOPI ng harlngs (SCOPI ng Report for the Envlronnnntal
I MPaCt Statement, DOE/SR4E-5008 ). In deve 10P 1ng the E I S, ME
used standard tmt~dologl es and rell ed on sclentl f !C and other
sources of I nformtion canpl led fran nvre than 100 publ Ic Iy
aval I able documents that had bn developed durl ng the last 30
years, 1ncludl ng data fran ongol ng studies.

This final EIS Includes discussions of concerns Identified by
Federal, state, and local a~ncles, Prl vate organ Izat Ions, and
Individuals during the EIS publlc revl= process. This EIS Is
aval Iable to al I Interestd awncles and the publlc. After the
final EIS Is available, DOE will Issue a public Record of ,
Declslon ks.sd on the EIS.

Please gl ve careful consideration to the welfare of the people
I n the Southeast.

Sincerely,

Rokrt J. Marshal I




